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ABSTRACT 
VALUE CO-CREATION PROPOSITIONS: A SELF-DETERMINATION THEORY OF 
CUSTOMER ACCEPTANCE, TRUST AND WELLBEING 
by 
Lenna V. Shulga 
Dr. James A. Busser, Committee Chair 
Professor of Hotel Administration 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
With the emergence of shared business models, hospitality and tourism consumers are 
faced with the decision to accept value propositions from various service providers, including 
traditional, collaborative and shared. Grounded in service-dominant logic, theory of acceptance, 
theory of value, self-determination theory and generational theory, this dissertation examines 
why consumers accept value propositions from service providers and what drives customers to 
collaborate with front-line employees.  The research uses three studies that utilized a destination 
resort context with a mixed factorial equal cells experimental design. Study 1 utilized a 3 
(generations) x 3 (business models) x 4 (value propositions) factorial between-within subjects 
design. Study 2 manipulated independent self-determination factors and used 3 (generations) x 2 
(customers vs. employees) x 2 (strong or weak SDT factor) x 4 (value propositions). Study 3 
extended study 2 by examining the additive effects of self-determination factors. The new 
conceptual framework of propositions-acceptance-collaboration was tested. This study is the first 
to simultaneously examine different value proposition results in three different business models 
and explore the differences between customers and employees in perceptions of collaboration. 
Mediation effects of co-created value and levels of acceptances on personal, organizational and 
collaborative results were tested and established. Strong self-determination factors positively 
influenced co-created value appraisal and outcomes of collaboration. Additive self-determination 
factors had a positive impact on outcomes when compared with independent factors.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
As the sharing economy of collaborative consumption (Sundararajan, 2013) is gaining 
momentum, there are claims that it changes the way modern travelers view hospitality and tourism 
services (Heo, 2016).  Industry analysts and academics are raising the warning signs of disruptive 
services in the shared and collaborative approaches to consumption. It is estimated that AirBnB 
originated 155 million stays in 2014, or 22% more than Hilton Worldwide (Pricewaterhouse Coopers, 
2015).  The sharing economy is defined as an array of activities performed by networked actors to open 
access to idle resources, which could be utilized for achieving non-profit and for-profit goals. Therefore 
the shift to access-based consumption of integrated resources is one of the elements of the sharing 
economy (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012).  Collaborative consumption is the activities performed by actors 
who are simultaneously coordinating the acquisition, distribution and utilization of resources in return 
for compensation. It is believed that sharing organizations offer collaborative consumption opportunities 
(Belk, 2014).  For example, EathWith, named the AirBnB of dinner parties (Platt, 2015), offers the 
opportunity to list your cooking talent, become a host of a dinner party, and enjoy a meal with 
interesting people around the world (over 150 countries), thus simultaneously combining the client and 
provider roles.  
The sharing economy of collaborative consumption has been characterized as having three 
distinct features: platform to reduce costs, P2P interactions, and access-based resources (Richardson, 
2015).  Interestingly, in the last decade the tourism and hospitality industry has embraced many features 
of the sharing economy. However, new competitors who gain market-share rapidly are threatening 
traditional hospitality companies. Potentially, the missing part of the equation, for the traditional 
provider, is a fully realized sense of community and collaboration with customers. It is believed that 
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sharing entails collaboration, communities, culture and networks (Richardson, 2015).  Some researchers 
argued that collaboration should be placed as the link between sharing and traditional market-place 
exchanges (Belk, 2014).  
Collaborative creation of beneficiary-specific value, actor-to-actor interactions, voluntary 
exchanges of resources between multiple actors are in part explained by Service-Dominant Logic (SDL) 
(Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008, 2016; Grönroos, 2008).  Value co-creation is defined as the joint, 
collaborative, concurrent, peer-like process of producing new value, both materially and symbolically, 
through voluntary contributions of multiple actors resulting in reciprocal wellbeing (Galvagno, Dalli, & 
Mele, 2014; Vargo & Lusch, 2016).  It is argued that companies can collaborate with customers at 
different points of value creation through co-innovation, co-marketing, co-production and co-recovery 
(O’Cass & Sok, 2015).  Rather than being targets of producer-created value, customers following SDL 
are now triggering the process of value creation, as they engage their unique knowledge and skills in 
social, dynamic, and interactive network relationships with firms and other stakeholders (Merz, He, & 
Vargo, 2009). 
One of the fundamental propositions of SDL is that companies only can offer value propositions 
to customers, and it is up to individual customers to incorporate resources offered by the provider into 
their social networks (Edvardsson, Tronvoll, & Gruber, 2011; Vargo & Lusch, 2016).  Originally a value 
proposition was understood as a provider’s promise to deliver a certain pre-packaged combination of 
benefits to the customer (Frow, McColl-Kennedy, Hilton, Davidson, Payne, & Brozovic, 2014).  
Influenced by SDL a value proposition is defined as a provider’s proposal (i.e., suggestion, offer) of its 
resources and capabilities, both tangible and intangible (i.e., operant and operand) to a customer and 
others within the customer’s network in order to enable value co-creation through direct interactions 
(Flint & Mentzer, 2006; Grönroos, 2012).  Though, offering an attractive value proposition is only a 
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starting point. It was argued that value emerges through the direct interactions between a customer and a 
company (Grönroos, 2012).  However, why a customer accepts value propositions in various situations 
is still largely under-researched and an under-conceptualized area (Arnould, Price, & Malshe, 2006; 
Holttinen, 2014).  
Problem Statement 
In the current shared economic environment, in order to successfully offer a value proposition to 
customers, a traditional service provider must understand how and why customers accept value 
propositions.  Modern customers are most likely simultaneously participate in the collaborative 
consumption business models and remain clients of traditional service organizations. As a result, they 
might have a different phenomenological and beneficiary-specific understanding and acceptance of 
value propositions (Vargo & Lusch, 2016) offered by service providers representing different business 
models.  
On one hand, SDL assists service providers with the understanding that organizational advantage 
is in developing unique business models founded on not just core competences and resources presented 
in the form of value propositions, but on the abilities to match, position and contribute to the success of 
social networks that include customers and other players (Gummesson & Mele, 2010).  There are many 
examples of how organizations develop value propositions (Lanning & Michaels, 1988; Anderson, 
Narus, & Van Rossum, 2006; O’Cass & Ngo, 2011).  However, even though superior value proposition 
are linked to improved organizational performance, detailed research on value propositions is scarce 
(Payne & Frow, 2014).  The literature provides evidence that little is known about how and why 
customers accept one value proposition over another (Holttinen, 2014; Payne & Frow, 2014).  
The theory of acceptance provides a theoretical foundation for research on customers’ value 
proposition acceptance. It postulates that individuals might accept a proposition from cognitive, 
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behavioral and normative standpoints (Cohen, 1992; Levi, 1960; Steel, 2013).  Emotional aspects of 
acceptance were also noted (Park, MacInnis, Priester, Eisingerich, & Iacobucci, 2010).  However value 
propositions may vary not only from the business model prospective, but also from the point of 
exchange (O’Cass & Sok, 2015).  Customers may have different insights regarding accepting value 
propositions offered at the point of innovation, marketing, production and recovery.   
One way to understand why certain value propositions are accepted is to explore individual 
acceptance from a generational cohort standpoint. Generational theory states that generational cohorts 
contain people born approximately in the same time period, who display similar collective persona 
based on shared experiences and values (Strauss & Howe, 1997; Gardiner, King & Grace, 2013).  
Industry analysts have described sharing as a concept defined by Millennials (Arthursson, 2016).  Based 
on socio-economic factors and advances in technology, it is believed that Millennials developed a new 
consumer mindset based on sharing of resources, decentralization and open access, rather than 
tangibility and ownership. However, evidence exists that other generations may be on a fast pace to 
adopting social, shared and collaborative concepts.  
Additionally, by accepting value propositions from a certain service provider, customers might 
pursue not just plain consumerism objectives, but are motivated by basic human need-satisfaction. Self-
determination theory is a comprehensive theory of human motivation and volition based on the 
psychological need-satisfaction approach (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Ryan, Huta, & Deci, 2008).  Centered on 
the understanding that individuals are driven by extrinsic and intrinsic motivation and function to satisfy 
their basic needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness within a social context (Gagne & Deci, 
2014), self-determination theory explains that customers might accept certain value propositions to 
improve not only their personal wellbeing but also collective wellbeing (Ryan et al., 2008).  
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Belk (2014) argued that collaboration could be the link between sharing and traditional market-
place exchanges. In the sharing economy, both individuals and organizations are dynamically involved 
in co-creating new value, through collaboration, enabled by face-to-face and virtual interactive 
platforms, such as social media.  Collaboration involves actively contributing and integrating resources, 
to co-create new resources for the system’s survival (Lusch & Vargo, 2014).  Potentially, the missing 
part of the equation, for the traditional provider, is an active collaboration with customers and a fully 
realized sense of community. Therefore the aspects of collaboration between employees and customers 
may shed more light on why customers voluntarily participate in shared and collaborative models. 
Purpose of the Study 
Therefore, the purpose of this study is to advance our understanding of how and why consumers 
accept collaborative value propositions from a cognitive, behavioral, normative and emotional 
perspective. Grounded in SDL (Vargo & Lusch, 2016), axiology or value theory (Hartman, 1967, 1973), 
self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000) and theory of acceptance (Cohen, 1992; Lacey, 2005; 
Levi, 1960; Steel, 2013), this research aims to answer a broad question of what makes service providers’ 
value proposition attractive for consumers under the conditions of the shared economy of collaborative 
consumption. In response to industry, this research aims to explore generational differences in 
perceptions of value propositions, business models and collaboration. The intention is to further examine 
collaboration from both customer- and employee- sides, and to deepen the understanding of what 
motivates individuals to accept and participate in direct interactions. More specifically this research will 
focus on understanding how value is co-created in hospitality and tourism; examine consumer 
acceptance of value propositions; customer and front-line collaboration; and how it affects the co-
created value justification and organizational, collaborative and personal outcomes. 
6 
Research Questions 
This research examines individual’s value propositions acceptance and collaboration under the 
conditions of the sharing economy. Further, the research aims to explore this broad understanding from 
two angles: how and why customers accept value propositions and how and why customers and front-
line employees collaborate. Three separate studies will be utilized to examine variables of interest. Each 
study will have its separate research questions, which will be contributing to realizing the research 
objectives. Study 1 is focused on how customers accept value propositions when faced with offers from 
different service providers and at different points of value exchange. This research aims at answering the 
research questions “how do individuals, representatives of different generational cohorts, react to value 
propositions offered by service providers representing different business models?” and “what is a 
successful value proposition in a shared economy from the customer standpoint?”  Study 2 and 3 will be 
centered on why customers accept value propositions and why customers and employees collaborate. 
Specifically, the influence of customers’ and employees’ need-satisfaction from autonomy, competence 
and relatedness standpoint on value appraisal and personal, organizational and collaborative outcomes 
will be explored. It answers the question:  
(a) Why do modern customers and employees value collaborative services?
(b) Are there generational differences in perceptions for both customers and employees?
(c) How does customer acceptance of various value propositions impact customer-,
organizational- and collaborative- outcomes? 
The difference between Study 2 and 3 is in the operationalization of self-determination factors: 
independent versus additive. The main research question of Study 3 is whether the additive factors of 
need-satisfaction result in stronger impact on outcomes. 
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Delimitations 
This study has the following limitations: 
1. The online panel of respondents managed by Qualtrics, Inc., which are US residents were
utilized for this study, thus it may not be fully representative of the general population.
However, appropriate screening questions assist with locating respondents, who qualify as a
general population that makes travel plans and are hotel guests.
2. Destination travel is used for this study, thus it is based on a travel and tourism context, the
results, findings and implications may not be generalizable to other service industries.
3. Since there is no one single and adequate measure of value propositions acceptance, the
findings of the study may not be completely definitive when analyzed from consumer
acceptance of value propositions offered by service providers representing different business
models.
4. Respondents rated hypothetical scenarios presented to them in an online virtual environment;
thus the results of this study may not be reflective of true real-life value propositions offered
by service providers and may not represent customer participation in service encounters.
However, such limitations of external validity are expected from the majority of
experimental design studies in social science.
Significance of Study 
Two of the most current and important issues affecting tourism and hospitality industry are 
addressed in this study: (1) consumer and employee behavior under the conditions of the sharing 
economy of collaborative consumption, and (2) the impact of three major generations simultaneously 
active both in consumer markets and the workforce. This study tests the concept of value co-creation 
between a company and customers through direct collaboration in the context of a destination resort. 
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The study aims to increase an understanding of collaboration between customers and organizations 
under sharing economy conditions.  
This research contributes to both theory and practice. From a theoretical standpoint, this study 
makes the following six significant contributions:  
1. Introduces theory of acceptance to the Service-Dominant Logic notion of value proposition 
offer-acceptance sequence;  
2. Extends theory of acceptance with the emotional component of customers’ value proposition 
acceptance;  
3. Examines business models as a moderator from value proposition to customer acceptance;  
4. Examines customer value proposition acceptance as a mediator to outcomes for both 
customers and employees;  
5. Extends self-determination theory by examining moderation effects of commitment to 
resources, feedback, and teamwork in the value collaboration context;  
6. Contributes to the discussion of independent and additive effects of self-determination 
factors on customer and employee outcomes.  
In addition, while not the main focus of this research, part of the study will be testing an original 
co-created value scale, which should assist with determining the nomological network of the construct. 
This study will be the first to study the effects of customer value appraisal based on four types of value 
propositions in the tourism context. 
The results of the study should provide guidance to industry practitioners on how hospitality and 
tourism service providers should design value propositions that are attractive to consumers in the new 
sharing economy of collaborative consumption. It also should indicate what motivates customers to 
choose collaborative and shared services over traditional services and inform practitioners on how to 
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dynamically engage with both customers and employees in order to co-create value and maintain 
competitive advantage. The generational perspective should assist industry practitioners with deeper 
understanding on how to customize value propositions to serve various market segments and how to 
collaborate with members of different generational cohorts both as customers and as employees. 
Overall, the practical implications of the study are in applying the principles of SDL and value co-
creation to tourism organizations. 
Definition of Key Terms 
The following frequently used terms and constructs are defined as follows: 
Autonomy is individual’s need for control over personal actions, the extent to which one feels 
self-determined versus controlled by others (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Vallerand, Pelletier, & Koestner, 
2008). 
Affective response is a consumer’s overall emotional reaction to co-creation (Sweeney & 
Soutar, 2001). 
Business model is a firm’s underlying core logic and strategic choice for co-creating value with 
customers through the value network (Shafer, Smith, & Linder, 2005; Vargo & Lusch, 2016).  
Co-created value is defined as the actors’ appraisal of the meaningfulness of a target (product or 
a service) based on what is contributed and what is realized through collaboration (Busser & Shulga, 
under review).  
Collaboration is a sense of cooperation for mutual gain between parties (individuals, providers, 
communities, and networks), sense of working together to achieve collective goals, having mutual 
understanding, common vision, and sharing, transfer, accumulation of resources (Lusch & Vargo, 2014). 
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Collaborative business models are service providers who incorporate the principles of service-
dominant logic by dynamically involving customers in value co-creation processes through 
collaboration at various points of value exchange (Vargo & Lusch, 2016; O’Cass & Ngo, 2011). 
Collaborative marketing value proposition is the proposition to engage in interactions 
between customers and a company at the point-of-exchange when the value proposition is being 
transferred to customers (O’Cass & Ngo, 2011; O’Cass & Sok, 2015) 
Collaborative outcomes or co-outcomes are understood as outcomes emerged as the result of 
collaboration between service providers and individuals, as well as among organizations, customers and 
employees (e.g., satisfaction, loyalty, trust, commitment, citizenship behavior) (Grönroos & Voima, 
2013). 
Commitment is defined as one’s beliefs in the goals and values of the organization, willingness 
to exert effort and intention to maintain identification with the service provider (Mowday, Steers, & 
Porter, 1979).  
Competence is defined as a desire to feel effective and efficient (Ryan & Deci, 2000). In some 
cases, literature defines competence as self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997), mastery (Dysvik & Kuvaas, 
2010), and structure (Haerens, Aelterman, Van den Berghe, De Meyer, Soenens, & Vansteenkiste, 
2013). 
Consumers’ willingness-to-comply with consumer preferences is consumer susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence, which is the “willingness to conform to the expectations of others regarding the 
purchase decisions and/or the tendency to learn about products and services by observing others or 
seeking information from others” (Bearden, Netemeyer, & Teel, 1989, p. 473). 
Contribution is the extent to which a customer shared his or her own resources both tangible 
and intangible to achieve desired outcomes (benefits, results) (Lusch & Vargo, 2014). 
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Co-production value proposition is an offer of from the service provider to the client to partner 
and develop the experience and the resulting added value (Prebensen & Foss, 2011). 
Co-recovery value proposition is a process where customers are actively invited to participate 
in collaborative efforts to recover from service failure or to solve a problem, offer their opinions and 
recommendations (Xu, Marshall, Edvardsson, & Tronvoll, 2014). 
Customer attitudes are defined as the enduring positive or negative feelings directed at the 
company, brand, product or service (Newhouse, 1990).  
Customer satisfaction is defined as an individual’s appraisal of how close actual performance 
of the service came to their expectations (Oliver, 1999).  
Job satisfaction is defined as “the pleasurable emotional state resulting from the appraisal of 
one’s job as achieving or facilitating the achievement of one’s job values” (Locke, 1969, p. 316). 
Innovation value proposition is a phase in the innovation process at the value proposition point 
in the value-chain cycle “resulting from dynamic and on-going interactions among resources, actions, 
and a group of actors” (Russo-Spena & Mele, 2012, p. 527). 
Legitimacy is defined as “a generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are 
desirable, proper or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs and 
definitions” (Suchman, 1995, p. 574).  
Meaningfulness is defined as a belief of targets’ significance, importance, and worth (Spreitzer, 
2008). 
Organizational outcomes in the process of value co-creation can be defined as the results of the 
customers’ value proposition acceptance directly effecting performance of the service provider (e.g., 
competitive advantage, employee commitment, employee productivity, employee retention) (Grönroos 
& Voima, 2013).  
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Personal outcomes in the process of value co-creation can be defined as subjective intrinsic 
outcomes affecting individuals (e.g., customers, employees, friends, family members, others) involved 
in the process as the result of customers’ value proposition acceptance (e.g., wellbeing, happiness, 
quality of life, growth) (Grönroos & Voima, 2013).  
Purchase/repurchase intention is the subjective probability that an individual will purchase or 
continue purchasing services from the focal firm in the future (Kim, Lee, Chung, & Kim, 2013). 
Recognition is defined as an acknowledgement of the value co-creation outcome received by a 
customer, both intrinsic and extrinsic (Jaakkola & Alexander, 2014).  
Relatedness is the extent of connectedness and closeness with others. It reflects one’s needs to 
feel affiliated with other individuals (Deci & Ryan, 2000), through creating secure and satisfying 
connections with others. 
Service advantage, as an organizational outcome, is defined as the level of the firm’s customer 
leadership in service, experience and solutions, in comparison to compatible competitors (De Brentani, 
1989). 
Shared business model is built on principles of sharing and collaborative consumption, through 
open access to idle resources and voluntary participation of networked actors, where value propositions 
emerge through peer-to-peer (P2P) exchanges (Belk, 2014; Richardson, 2015).  
Sharing economy is defined as an array of activities performed by networked actors to open 
access to idle resources, which could be utilized for achieving non-profit and for-profit goals (Belk, 
2014). 
Subjective wellbeing is a person’s affective and cognitive evaluation of life (Diener, Scollon, & 
Lucas, 2003).  It can be subdivided into three factors: global life satisfaction, frequent and intense 
positive affective states, and relative absence of negative emotions (Adler & Seligman, 2016). 
13 
Traditional business model is a service provider representing a traditional hospitality services 
from a well-established hospitality organization, which offers value propositions created by management 
using existing organizational resources in a top-down business-to-customer (B2C) approach through 
value-added activities (Chesbrough, 2010; Osterwalder, Pigneur, & Tucci, 2005; Zott & Amit, 2013). 
Trust is a customer’s expectation that a service provider is trustworthy, able and willing to 
behave as expected, based on the value proposition offered (Koller, 1988; Moorman, Deshpande, & 
Zaltman, 1993). 
Value co-creation is defined as the joint, collaborative, concurrent, peer-like process of 
producing new value, both materially and symbolically, through voluntary contributions of multiple 
actors resulting in reciprocal wellbeing (Galvagno, Dalli, & Mele, 2014; Vargo & Lusch, 2016) 
Value proposition is defined as a provider’s proposal (i.e., suggestion, offer) of its resources and 
capabilities, both tangible and intangible (i.e., operant and operand) to a customer and others within the 
customer’s network in order to enable value creation through direct interactions (Flint & Mentzer, 2006; 
Grönroos, 2012). 
Willingness-to-participate is defined as the likelihood that a customer will take part in 
production of the service, when given the opportunity (Gursoy, Chi & Dyer, 2009; Zhang & Lei, 2012). 
Word-of-mouth (WOM) is defined as “informal communication between private parties 
concerning evaluations of goods and services” (Anderson, 1998, p. 6) that is independent of corporate 
influence (Stokes & Lomax, 2002). 
Organization of the Study 
This study is organized into five chapters. The increased importance of examining differences 
between various business models, customer value proposition acceptance and collaboration were 
identified in Chapter 1. The potential relationships between acceptance of value propositions under the 
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shared economy of collaborative consumption and self-determination were presented. This chapter also 
introduced the purpose of the study and its significance. Chapter 2 offers the theoretical background, 
introduces the conceptual framework, and the development of research hypotheses. It connects, SDL 
with theory of acceptance, generational theory, self-determination theory and theory of value. Chapter 2 
also provides an overview of the constructs included in the proposed conceptual framework of value 
proposition acceptance. Chapter 3 presents the research design and methodology including the three-
study experimental design, data collection, procedures and instrument. Chapter 4 provides the data 
analysis and hypothesis testing. Chapter 5 discusses the findings and explains the theoretical 
contribution and practical implications of the study. Recommendations for future research are also be 
presented in this chapter.   
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
This chapter contains a literature review of service-dominant logic, theory of acceptance, self-
determination theory and value theory, as theoretical foundation for this research. Furthermore, this 
chapter offers background literature and research on value propositions, value, value co-creation, 
cognitive acceptance operationalized as trust and commitment, behavioral acceptance operationalized as 
word-of-mouth intention and purchase intention, normative acceptance operationalized as legitimacy 
and willingness-to-comply with customer preference, emotional acceptance operationalized as attitude 
toward value proposition, autonomy operationalized as commitment to resources, competence 
operationalized as feedback, relatedness operationalized as collectives, and outcomes of wellbeing and 
loyalty. This review also includes literature relating to service business models, including traditional, 
collaborative and shared, as well as value proposition types: innovation, marketing, production and 
recovery. The chapter incorporates a multi-discipline literature review from psychology, business, 
consumer behavior, marketing, leisure studies, hospitality and tourism.  
A conceptual framework of customer value proposition acceptance leading to wellbeing 
outcomes is incorporated in this review to illustrate the relationships between constructs. Specifically, 
the framework explains that customers accept various value propositions based on cognitive, behavioral, 
normative and emotional self-appraisals driven by need-satisfaction of autonomy, competence and 
relatedness leading to increased justification of co-created value and positive outcomes for all parties 
involved. This framework integrates the psychological process of acceptance with cognitive, behavioral, 
normative and emotional consumer decision-making. First, the section presents service-dominant logic 
connected to value propositions and self-determination theory. Second, a discussion of the conceptual 
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framework is presented. Third, the components of the framework are reviewed, including the business 
models, generational differences, customer acceptance, collaboration between customers and employees, 
and self-determination as a driver for value propositions acceptance and collaboration. Fourth, the 
outcomes such as co-created value, personal, organizational and collaborative outcomes are discussed. 
Fifth, the research hypotheses development is presented.  
Service-Dominant Logic (SDL) and Value Co-Creation 
The introduction of the Service-Dominant Logic (SDL) by Vargo and Lusch (2004) signified a 
theoretical underpinning of the economic power shift from the power of the producer to the power of 
consumer. Furthermore, with the emergence of the sharing economy of collaborative consumption SDL 
attempts to further explain the processes of collaborative value creation, the new role of service 
providers, resource integration, and direct interactions between the parties involved in reciprocal service 
exchanges, and the role of social networks. Moreover, SDL is considered a pre-theory that attempts to 
describe all forms of exchanges in a modern society (Vargo, 2007).  
SDL states that all businesses are essentially service providers, who exchange service for service 
as the fundamental basis of exchange (Vargo & Lusch, 2004).  Money, goods, organizations, and 
vertical marketing systems are only the vehicles, where people exchange their services (i.e., collective 
and distributed specialized skills) for other services (i.e., individual and collective skills of others).  
SDL’s fundamental premise is that value is always co-created and is uniquely and phenomenologically 
determined by the beneficiary (Vargo & Lusch, 2008).  In any case, the customer plays a central role in 
the value co-creation process by integrating resources beyond the firm-customer exchange, including 
customer’s self-generated activities (McColl-Kennedy, Vargo, Dagger, Sweeney, & van Kasteren, 
2012).  Rather than being targets of producer-created value, customers following SDL are now 
triggering the process of value creation, as they engage their unique knowledge and skills in social, 
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dynamic, and interactive network relationships with firms and other stakeholders (Merz, He, & Vargo, 
2009).  As a result, co-creation does not require transactions, but actors may exchange a range of 
resources that go beyond goods and currency (Michel, Brown & Gallan, 2008).  The value of resources 
exchanged is determined by the individual (Vargo & Lusch, 2008), affected by their fit with unique 
value processes (Grönroos & Ravald, 2011), along with individual, relational and social systems 
(Chandler & Vargo, 2011; Edvardsson, Tronvoll, & Gruber, 2011). 
SDL implicates operant and operand resources as critical to co-creation. Operant resources are 
invisible and intangible (i.e., skills and knowledge); they produce the effects and add value to the natural 
or operand resources. Operand resources are tangible resources on which an operation or act is 
performed to produce the effect (i.e., land, animal life, minerals, other natural resources) (Vargo & 
Lusch, 2004).  SDL is focused on operant resources with which the firm is constantly striving to 
improve value propositions. Thus, in SDL competitive advantage in value creation is primarily 
generated through operant resources, rather than operand resources. However, value realization depends 
on customer participation in the service process.  The beneficiaries (i.e., customers) determine whether 
value is indeed generated, thus making it beneficiary-specific (Cabiddu, Lui, & Piccoli, 2013; Vargo & 
Lusch, 2004).  In summary, the customer becomes primarily an operant resource (co-producer) rather 
than an operand resource (target) and can be involved in the entire value and service chain in action with 
operand resources (McColl-Kennedy et al., 2012). 
The critical role for the service provider in this process is to engage in a dialogue with and learn 
from customers (Matthing, Sandén, & Edvardsson, 2004; Yen, Gwinner, & Su, 2004).  It is argued that 
value co-creation is relational and experiential in nature (Edvardsson, 2005; Vargo & Lusch, 2008).  Co-
creation of experience is defined as direct or indirect service processes between customers and service 
providers at different points of value proposition that provoke cognitive, behavioral or emotional 
18 
responses (Edvardsson, 2005; Walter, Edvardsson, & Öström, 2010).  Through direct interactions 
among partners, the provider is able to affect customer’s value actualization process and make sure that 
value-in-use equates to the value proposition (Grönroos, 2008).  Fundamentally, SDL implies that value 
is defined by and co-created with the consumer rather than embedded in the firm’s output (Vargo & 
Lusch, 2004).  Therefore, firms can only make value propositions. 
A brief overview of some existing studies on value co-creation in service industries in general 
and hospitality and tourism in particular is presented in Table 1. The studies are divided between 
quantitative and qualitative, with quantitative studies gaining increasing traction.  A majority of the 
studies are focused on customer participation in value co-creation. Only a few examine employee 
participation in the co-creation process. Overall, studies on co-creation focused on understanding the 
psychological factors of customer participation in the process, as well as benefits of such participation 
for service providers. Various dimensions of customer value perceptions were tested. Furthermore, 
researchers were focused on understanding what the process of value co-creation might encompass and 
offer practical advice to the service providers on how to improve the process. 
19 
Table 1 
Studies in Value Co-creation 
Source 
Research 
type 
Context 
Theoretical 
perspectives 
Study Description Major constructs 
Fang, 
Palmatier, & 
Evans, 2008 
Empirical-
Quantitative 
Firms: customers 
and suppliers 
None 
(discussing 
equity) 
Institutional arrangement perspective - develops 
end-to-end model for interaction between 
customers and upstream suppliers to develop 
new product. To understand how new product 
value is created and shared. Customer 
participation affects new product value creation 
by improving effectiveness of NPD processes by 
enhancing information sharing and customer-
supplier coordination and by increasing the level 
of customer and supplier specific investments in 
product development efforts. Increasing 
formalization of the customer participation 
enhances both customer and supplier 
relationship-specific investment in NPD process. 
Based on dependence and equity the results 
suggest that exchange partners' power (relative 
dependence) positively influence a partner's 
ability to capture new value. Desire of exchange 
partners to ensure the distribution of value is 
"fair" and reflects each party's contribution to 
value creation. 
Customer participation in NPD, 
customer participation formality, 
Drivers of New product value 
creation (information sharing, 
coordination effectiveness), NPD 
Investment (customer relationship-
specific investment, supplier 
relationship specific investment), 
new product value, Determinants of 
Customer Share of new product 
value pie (customer dependence, 
supplier dependence, customer 
perception of "fair share"), new 
product value obtained by customer 
Co-innovation 
188 firms - SEM - 
survey 
Chan, Yim, & 
Lam, 2010 
Empirical-
Quantitative 
Customer-
employee dyads 
(large 
multinational 
bank) 
None (SDL) 
Effects of customer participation (CP) on value 
creation and satisfaction for both customers and 
employees with different cultural value 
orientations. CP drives performance outcomes 
through the creation of economic and relational 
values. CP enhances customers' economic value 
Customer participation, power 
distance, individualism/collectivism, 
customer value creation (economic 
value, relational value), employee 
value creation (job stress, relational 
value), customer satisfaction, SEM 
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Source 
Research 
type 
Context 
Theoretical 
perspectives 
Study Description Major constructs 
Co-creation of 
experience 
attainment and strengthens the relational bonds 
between customers and employees, but also 
increase employee's job stress and hampers their 
job satisfaction. CP on value creation depends 
on cultural values for both customers and 
employees (should match to achieve better 
results).  Customers can co-created economic 
benefits, such as customized services, better 
quality, and more control, by participating in the 
service process. CP strengthens relational bonds 
between customer and employees and enhances 
their interaction enjoyment - it increases 
employees’ job stress and reduced job 
satisfaction, especially for employees with a 
higher individualist or lower power distance 
value orientation. Value co-creation is what 
matters. Power distance value orientation helps 
alleviate the negative impact of CP on employee 
job stress. 
employee job satisfaction, employee 
job performance 
Roggeveen, 
Tsiros, & 
Grewal, 2012 
Empirical- 
Quantitative 
4 Study Design 
(Airline) - 
Scenarios 
Equity Theory 
The study explores specific instances when co-
creation is useful and not useful.  
Co-Recovery, Co-Creation, Co-
Production, Self-Service Technology 
Co-Recovery 
Study1: Impact of co-creation in comparison 
with compensation to improve satisfaction. It 
demonstrates that co-creation offers cost-
efficient strategy for companies when customers 
must deal with delays 
Co-Creation: Present vs. Absent (1-
3), Positive vs. Negative Perception 
of Co-Creation (study 3); Customer 
Request: Exceeds vs. Met vs. Not 
Met (Study 4) 
Students – 
experimental-
Study 2: Results of study 1 extend to the 
repurchase intention 
Moderator: Severity 
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Source 
Research 
type 
Context 
Theoretical 
perspectives 
Study Description Major constructs 
design 
Study 3: details conditions in which co-creation 
negatively influences evaluations. Study 4 - 
exceeding expectations is not different 
comparing to meeting them; Equity underlies the 
results 
Equity (2-4) mediator; DV - 
Evaluation - satisfaction; BI- 
repurchase intention 
Grissemann 
& 
Stockburger-
Sauer, 2012 
Empirical- 
Quantitative 
Travel Agency 
SDL, Unified 
Services Theory 
Attribution 
Theory 
The degree of co-creation positively affects 
customer satisfaction with the service company, 
customer loyalty and service expenditures. 
Moderating effect of customer satisfaction on 
their own co-creation performance on 
satisfaction with company and service 
expenditures.  
Company support to Co-created 
(antecedent), Degree of Co-creation 
(mediator), Satisfaction with the co-
creation performance (Moderator), 
DV: Satisfaction with the company, 
loyalty, expenditures. SEM. 
Co-creation of 
experience 
Survey, SEM 
Yi & Gong, 
2013 
Empirical- 
Quantitative 
Undergrad 
Students (recall 
the service 
encounter) 
None (SDL) 
The customer value co-creation scale was 
developed - 3rd order construct. Antecedents - 
role clarity, ability, motivation - participation 
behavior. Customer citizenship behavior - 
procedural justice, distributive justice and 
interactional justices.  Once consequence - 
customer value. Only distributive justice was 
Customer value, customer 
participation behavior, customer 
citizenship behavior, information 
seeking, information sharing, 
responsible behavior, personal 
interaction, feedback, advocacy, 
helping, tolerance 
Co-creation of 
experience 
22 
Source 
Research 
type 
Context 
Theoretical 
perspectives 
Study Description Major constructs 
Scale 
Development, 
PLS 
significant. 
Prebensen, 
Vitterso & 
Dahl, 2013 
Empirical-
Quantitative 
Tourism 
SDL, Identity 
and Self-Worth 
Theories 
Argues for including tourism resources for the 
overall value of tourist experiences. Tourist 
resources (time spent, effort), in addition to 
personal service, environment and other visitors, 
enhance the experienced value of a trip 
significantly. 
(DV) Overall Experience value,
(antecedent) SERQUAL, Service,
Resource value, time value, 
involvement 
Co-Creation of 
experience 
Survey, SEM 
Xu, Marshall, 
Edvardsson, 
& Tronvoll, 
2014 
Empirical- 
Quantitative 
Hotel 
Justice Theory 
3 (no co-recovery vs employee-initiated vs 
customer-initiated) x (male vs. female) x 2 
(wester vs. eastern customer) - between subjects; 
Employee initiates co-recovery, customers 
perceive higher justice, greater satisfaction, 
higher tendency to repurchase in the future. 
Customer initiates co-recover, little 
improvement in outcomes. Culture - moderator - 
western customers were more sensitive to 
initiation of co-recovery process. 
Co-recovery, Initiation, Justice 
Perception, Satisfaction, Repurchase 
Intention 
Co-Recovery 
Experimental 
Design 
Dong, 
Sivakumar, 
Evans, & 
Zou, 2014 
Empirical-
Quantitative 
2 Study design 
(students - Mturk) 
Person-Job Fit 
theory (Person-
Environment 
Fit theory) 
Explores boundary conditions of the customer 
participation -service outcome link. Moderating 
effect of three customer participation readiness 
factors: ability, perceived benefits of 
participation, role identification. High customer 
participation readiness - increases satisfaction 
and perceived service quality; low customer 
participation readiness - low outcomes or 
negative. Contingent nature of customer 
participation. 
Customer participation, satisfaction, 
perceived service quality, ability, 
benefit of participation, role 
identification. Customer Participation 
Readiness (perceived ability, 
perceived benefit of participation, 
identification with the participation 
role) 
scenarios (study 
abroad tour design 
(1); signed for 
new Internet 
service with a 
cable company 
(2)) 
Co-creation of 
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Source 
Research 
type 
Context 
Theoretical 
perspectives 
Study Description Major constructs 
experience 
MANCOVA 
Heidenreich 
& Handrich, 
2015 
Empirical- 
Quantitative 
2 studies - SEM 
Adoption and 
diffusion theory 
An adoption model for technology-based 
services including a customer's willingness to 
co-creation as a mediator - predicting customer 
adoption of TBS.  WCC - mediator between 
antecedents (innovation characteristics and 
individual differences) and the likelihood of 
TBS adoption. WCC predicts TBS better. Lack 
of WCC may help to explain persuasion-
decision discrepancies within TBS adoption. 
Added exploratory power of WCC. 
Willingness to co-create or WCC 
(customization, information 
provision, effort), service co-
creation, individual differences (self-
efficacy, inherent novelty seeking, 
need for control, previous 
experience, technological 
innovativeness), innovation 
characteristics (relative advantage, 
compatibility, ease-of use, 
observability, trial ability), adoption 
process (knowledge, persuasion, 
decision-adoption intention, 
implementation, confirmation) 
co-innovation, 
mobile ticketing 
apps 
Online panel, PLS 
(survey and 
scenario based 
experiment) 
Haumann, 
Güntürkün, 
Schons, & 
Wieseke, 
2015 
Empirical-
Quantitative 
Ready-to-
assemble furniture 
store Equity Theory 
Study contributes to research on relational 
customer goals - how firms can enhance 
relational customer value in context of utilitarian 
consumption settings such as co-production 
processes.  Co-production processes can be used 
Co-production intensity 
Co-production 
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Source 
Research 
type 
Context 
Theoretical 
perspectives 
Study Description Major constructs  
Longitudinal 
study (5 
advertisement 
posters - 
experiment - 3 -
value-enhancing 
communication 
strategies: 
economic value, 
relational value, 
combined 
economic & 
relational value;  2 
intensity reducing 
strategies (support 
service and full 
service) 
 
to satisfy relational needs by engaging in co-
production together with important relational 
partners such as friends and family. The results 
show that co-production intensity negatively 
affects customer's satisfaction with the co-
production process. Firms can mitigate these 
negative effects by employing corporate 
communication strategies that either emphasize 
specific co-production value propositions 
(value-enhancing communication strategies) or 
highlight additional co-production service 
supplements (intensity-reducing communication 
strategies) 
Flores & 
Vasquez-
Parraga, 2015 
Empirical-
Quantitative  
Financial service-
based website  
Psychological 
reactance 
theory 
Co-production as an option has stronger positive 
impact on value creation than when co-
production is necessary.  Choice was found to 
positively influence relational and economic 
value. Value found to mediate the choice and 
satisfaction relationship. Individual value has 
strongest impact on satisfaction, but not was 
significantly related to choice. Supporting 
evidence found for the influence of choice on 
value creation and the empirical corroboration 
for individual value creation as a source of co-
created value. 
Customer choice, customer degree of 
participation, individual value, 
relational value, economic value, 
customer satisfaction 
Co-production 
Experiment (2x2 - 
between subjects:  
choice/no-choice 
co-creation) 
Linear regression  
/ CFA 
Elsharnouby 
& Mahrous, 
2015 
Empirical-
Quantitative  
Telecommunicati
ons 
SDL, Identity 
and Self-Worth 
Theories 
E-service quality dimensions (efficiency, system 
availability, privacy, responsiveness and 
compensation) affect the attitude toward the 
web-site. Efficiency, fulfillment, compensation 
Efficiency, System availability, 
fulfillment, privacy, responsiveness, 
compensation, contact, attitude 
toward the web site, intention to use 
Co-Creation of 
experience 
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Source 
Research 
type 
Context 
Theoretical 
perspectives 
Study Description Major constructs 
and contact affects willingness-to-participation 
in the co-creation of experience. Customers’ 
attitudes toward the Web site affect the intention 
to use Website - effects customers' willingness 
to participate in the online co-creation 
experience. 
web site, willingness-to-participate in 
co-creation experience 
Survey, SEM 
Morosan & 
DeFranco, 
2016 
Empirical- 
Quantitative 
Hotel Consumers 
Attitudinal-
behavioral 
theory 
Central role of consumer degree of value co-
creation in creating valuable service experiences 
using mobile devices in hotels. M-commerce 
habit influences the degree of co-creation, which 
influences the perceived value of co-creation 
behavior. Perceived value of co-creation 
behavior influences perceived value of hotel stay 
and intention to stay in a hotel facilitates co-
creation via mobile environment. 
Novelty seeking, habit, degree of co-
creation, perceived value of co-
creation, perceived value of stay, 
intention to stay 
Co-creation of 
experience 
Survey, SEM 
Mathis, Kim, 
Uysal, Sirgy, 
& Prebensen, 
2016 
Empirical-
Quantitative 
Tourists  
Bottom-up 
spillover theory 
Tourist’s co-creation of experience positively 
affects the vacation experience and loyalty to 
service provider. Satisfaction with the vacation 
experience influences overall life satisfaction. 
Change strategies and implement a platform for 
creating unique co-creation of experiences, 
allowing for tourists to be more physically and 
emotionally engaged in planning of their 
vacation. 
Satisfaction with co-creation, 
satisfaction with the vacation 
experience, perceived impact of the 
vacation on over life, loyalty to the 
service provider, and customer 
involvement. 
Co-Creation of 
experience 
Survey, SEM 
Suntikul & 
Jachna, 2016 
Empirical-
Quantitative 
Tourists 
None (SDL) 
Connecting co-production with place identity. 
Relationship between place attachment and 
experience value Perception of experience value 
emerges from a process of co-construction of 
Place dependence, place identity, 
tourism experience, place 
attachment, value creation 
Co-production 
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Source 
Research 
type 
Context 
Theoretical 
perspectives 
Study Description Major constructs 
Survey 
meaning, involving the individual tourist and 
place they are visiting. Place attachment 
demonstrates the inclusion of the physical 
tourism site into co-creation concept.  
Payne, 
Strobacka, 
Frow, & 
Knox, 2009 
Empirical-
Qualitative 
Car-sharing 
Relationship 
Theory 
New model for co-creating the brand 
relationship experience is introduced. Develops 
a case study about an innovative service which 
utilizes opportunities for co-creation that reflects 
changing consumer preferences and new 
developments in mobile technology.  Article 
categorizes service encounters based on the 
opportunity to support co-creative processes as 
emotion-supporting encounters.  
Brand relationship experience, 
designing and managing the 
customer experience, innovative new 
product, co-creation, brand, 
experience, customer learning, value, 
emotion, cognition, behavior, co-
creation opportunities, planning, 
implementation, organizational 
learning.  
Co-creating 
brands, Co-
innovation 
3 interviews with 
senior 
management, 5 
interviews with 
active customers, 
a customer 
survey, a focus 
group, customer 
blogs, company 
data, website, 
third party blogs 
and magazine 
articles 
Prebensen & 
Foss, 2011 
Empirical-
qualitative 
Tourists  
None (SDL) 
Qualitative diary as a method is utilized. The 
experiences of tourists coping with other tourist 
in the guided bus tours is explored.  The study 
proposes that customers not only co-create 
experiences with service providers, but also with 
Coping, co-creation, interaction, 
involvement, diary, experience, 
learning experience 
Coping, Co-
creation of 
Experience 
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Source 
Research 
type 
Context 
Theoretical 
perspectives 
Study Description Major constructs 
Real-life 
experiences and 
observations 
other tourists participating in the same 
experience. The results of the study point that 
tourists often need to engage coping and co-
creating strategies at once to enhance their 
experiences. Study provides evidence that social 
networks (service providers and other 
consumers) and ServiceScapes influence 
tourists’ co-creation of experience.   
Combe, 
Gylling, 
Elliott, & 
Toivonen, 
2012 
Empirical- 
Qualitative 
Property rental 
company 
Reader-
response theory, 
Narrative 
theory 
Lack of common understanding may lead to 
poor service quality even though the provider 
aims at meeting clients’ needs. It is possible to 
develop shared understanding through common 
lexicon and conscious use of human narrative 
capabilities. Important aspects of strategic 
flexibility - flexible market orientation needs 
shared meanings. Links co-creation of meaning 
and market-focused strategic flexibility. 
Co-creation of meaning, narrative 
capability, storytelling, management 
strategy, marketing strategy, market-
focused strategic flexibility. 
Co-creation of 
meaning 
One case - 
interviews and 
workshops - 
clients and 
subcontractors 
Cabiddu, Lui, 
& Piccoli, 
2013 
Empirical- 
Qualitative 
Italian tour 
operator (app) 
None (SDL) 
The process of IT enabled value co-creation in 
tourism industry. The role of customers in value 
co-creation. How value is shared among partners 
partaking in its creation. Operators can achieve 
superior performance in terms of "appropriating 
value" Do so because of superior strategic fit 
with the objectives of the value co-creation 
initiative, synergy with other members of the 
network, and IT readiness to conduct business 
electronically. 
IT-enabled value. Appropriation of 
value co-creation in partnership. 
Strategic fit. Synergy with other 
actors. 
IT enabled co-
creation of 
experience 
Case-studies 
(organizational 
archives and 
interviews) 
Sorensen & Empirical- Boutique Hotel Hedonic-price Tourism service encounters should be changed Service encounter, experience 
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Source 
Research 
type 
Context 
Theoretical 
perspectives 
Study Description Major constructs  
Jensen, 2015 Qualitative  Co-innovation theory  into experience encounters - will create added 
experiential value and increase the creation of 
knowledge about users. Experience encounters 
have a potential to create knowledge and value. 
However there are barriers that must be 
overcome: standardized guided communication. 
Customization (rather than commoditization), 
engagement and participation of users are 
central elements of experiences. Service 
orientation and professionalism, traditions and 
habits can pose a barrier to building experience 
encounters. 
encounter, knowledge development, 
value creation, experiment 
 
Field experiment 
(staying at the 
hotel) 
Cova, Pace & 
Skålén, 2015 
Empirical- 
Qualitative  
Brand 
Community - Alfa 
Romeo & Fiat  
 
Co-creation of 
brand value / co-
innovation?  
 
Case-study 
(Alfisti.it) 
 
 
None (SDL) 
Brand communities are used to provide unpaid 
contribution to the company. Framework based 
on volunteer commitment research - to study the 
actions a company takes to engage consumers in 
unpaid work for brands. The research introduces 
the notion of brand volunteers - brand 
enthusiasts who are committed to providing 
unpaid work for the exclusive benefit of the 
brand.  Possibility of exploiting consumers in 
value co-creation - existence of compromises. 
Brand community collaborative 
marketing, compromise, exploitation, 
value co-creation, volunteering 
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Self-Determination Theory 
Self-determination theory (SDT) provides an understanding of the drivers and differences 
of customer participation in value co-creation (Engström & Elg, 2015; Fuller, 2010; Verleye, 
2015).  For example, Verley (2015) argued that customer engagement in value co-creation is 
driven by a combination of intrinsic, extrinsic, and internalized extrinsic benefits. Fuller (2010) 
in the context of value co-creation operationalized intrinsic benefits as hedonic benefits, extrinsic 
benefits as pragmatic or economic benefits and internalized extrinsic benefits as cognitive, social 
and personal benefits. The researcher also argued that the combination of customer drivers to 
engage in value co-creation differs among customers (Fuller, 2010).  Therefore further 
evaluation of customer acceptance of value propositions from the standpoint of SDT is 
warranted. 
SDT is a comprehensive theory of human motivation and volition based on the 
psychological need-satisfaction approach (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Ryan et al., 2008).  As a 
motivational theory, SDT recognizes the intrinsic, extrinsic and internalized extrinsic motives of 
human functioning (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  One of the central SDT principles is the view of 
customers as active and growth-oriented individuals, who prefer to engage in interesting 
activities, utilize their abilities and be connected with like-minded individuals and social groups 
(Deci & Ryan, 2000).  Thus, SDT examines how individuals function to satisfy their basic needs 
for autonomy, competence, and relatedness within a social context (Gagne & Deci, 2014).  For 
example, a higher degree of need-satisfaction leads to more positive outcomes being predicted as 
a result (Gagne & Deci, 2014).  The positive connection between individuals’ motivation and 
wellbeing is clarified by SDT, linking human functioning, behavior, advancement and curiosity 
with a coherent sense of self (Engström & Elg, 2015). 
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Intrinsic, Extrinsic and Internalized Extrinsic Motivation. 
Central to understanding of SDT’s conceptualization of motivation is the self-
determination continuum (Gagne & Deci, 2005) presented in Figure 1. The self-determination 
continuum represents an individual’s roadmap from a-motivation to intrinsic motivation. A-
motivation is a complete non-existence of self-determination, while intrinsic motivation is in 
broad terms defined as the complete presence of self-determination. Between the beginning and 
end points of the self-determination continuum resides the four types of extrinsic motivation: 
external, introjected, identified and integrated (Gagne & Deci, 2005).  Integrated extrinsic 
motivation is the most self-determined extrinsic motivation of the four types along the self-
determination continuum. The four types of extrinsic motivation as a part of the self-
determination continuum are also called the controlled-to-autonomous sub-continuum (Gagne & 
Deci, 2005) that varies by the degree of internalization.  
A-Motivation Intrinsic Motivation 
external introjected identified integrated 
Figure 1. Self-determination continuum. 
Lack Full 
Self - Determination 
Extrinsic Motivation 
controlled autonomous 
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Intrinsic motivation is defined as an internal force that drives an individual to be involved 
in the activity because it is interesting, and internally satisfying and rewarding (Gagne & Deci, 
2005).  It was argued that individuals strongly motivated by intrinsic factors are more open to 
and more willing to search for new knowledge, flexible, open to use innovative approaches and 
willing to reach a decision (Zhou & Shalley, 2003).  Extrinsic motivation is defined as an 
impulse of performing an activity due to the instrumental reasons, such as tangible or verbal 
rewards (Gagné, Forest, Gilbert, Aubé, Morin, & Malorni, 2010).  Satisfaction for the individual 
motivated extrinsically is derived from the extrinsic consequences that is the result of the 
activity, not the activity for its own sake (Gagne & Deci, 2005).  
Deci and Ryan (1995) acknowledged that when individuals were extrinsically rewarded 
for something they were intrinsically motivated to do, their intrinsic motivation and enjoyment 
was reduced. They suggested that the extrinsic rewards shifted the perceived locus of causality 
from internal to external. Since then various research results proposed that tangible rewards, 
prizes, deadlines, threats of punishment decrease intrinsic motivation, however providing choice, 
acknowledging individuals feelings and perspectives improves intrinsic motivation (Dysvik, 
Kuvaas, & Gagne, 2013).  Positive affect is connected to intrinsic motivation, as volition and 
time devoted to the target activity (Deci & Ryan, 2014).  
One of the main aspects in SDT is the distinction between autonomous and controlled 
extrinsic motivation. Both autonomous and controlled motivation are intentional, however they 
differ based on the principle regulatory processes from controlled to autonomous (Gagne & Deci, 
2005).  Controlled motivation is stimulus originated under the sense of pressure or obligation 
(Lynch, Plant & Ryan, 2005). Autonomous motivation is acting with the sense of volition and 
freedom of choice. Intrinsic motivation has the highest level of autonomous motivation. It is 
  
32 
 
argued that when people find activity interesting they are doing the activity fully volitionally, 
however when people are controlled they are acting under pressure to engage in the action 
(Gagne & Deci, 2005).  Autonomy involves acting with a sense of volition and having the 
experience of choice. Under autonomous motivation individuals display higher levels of 
performance and cognitive flexibility, are more effective in achieving goals and problem solving, 
more satisfied and overall experience positive affect (Gagne & Deci, 2005).  However, when 
individuals experience controlled motivation they tend to avoid work and risks, adhere to 
existing work processes and ideas, have low levels of ownership, and display negative affect 
(Millette & Gagne, 2008; Hon, 2012). 
The individual’s progression from controlled to autonomous motivation is regulated by 
the process of internalization. Extrinsically motivated behavior can become autonomous through 
internalization (Deci & Ryan, 1985).  Internalization is defined as individual’s behavioral 
regulation to convert external regulation into internal regulation by incorporating external 
contingency as internal values, attitudes, or regulatory structures (Mende & van Doorn, 2015).  
Based on the progression of internalization, extrinsic motivation moves from external, to 
introjected, to identified and finally to integrated regulation (Gagne & Deci, 2005).  External 
regulation has the lowest level of internalization and is close in meaning to fully controlled 
motivation. Introjected regulation is partially internalized, involving actions influenced by ego 
reasoning, feelings of worthiness and shame. Self-esteem can serve as an example of introjected 
regulation (Ryan, 1982).  Identified regulation has a stronger internalization and inspires an 
individual to action out of personal values and self-directed goals (Gagne & Deci, 2005). Under 
identified regulation individuals experience more freedom and congruence with their personal 
goals and identities. Integrated regulation is the most internalized form of extrinsic motivation 
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and has characteristics of autonomous motivation. It is actualized when an individual is 
interested in the activity, which is instrumentally important for achieving fully internalized 
personal goals, values and meaningfulness (Gagne & Deci, 2005).  Integrated extrinsic 
motivation has characteristics of autonomous motivation and can be identified by individual’s 
full integration of identification, interests and values into self-determination (Gagne & Deci, 
2005).  Integrated extrinsic motivation and intrinsic motivation are very similar, differing only 
by the nature of the regulation.  SDT postulates that individuals are capable of moving from 
partially internalized regulation to fully integrated extrinsic regulation under certain conditions, 
such as feelings related to others (Baard, Deci, & Ryan, 2004). 
Conceptual Framework 
From the standpoint of SDL, value creation processes have been studied with most 
focused on co-creation of experience and co-innovation (Payne et al., 2009; Shaw, Bailey & 
Williams, 2011).  Furthermore, researchers examined and provided insights on how to create 
superior value propositions (Ballantyne, Frow, Varey, & Payne, 2011; Flint & Mentzer, 2006; 
Grönroos, 2012).  However, currently an understanding of how and why customers accept value 
propositions is lacking (Richardson, 2015).  Furthermore the role of direct collaboration with 
service employees during the value co-creation process and how it impacts the outcomes of value 
co-creation requires further examination specifically from a psychological standpoint 
(FitzPatrick, Varey, Grönroos, & Davey, 2015). Often considered a pre-theory SDL (Vargo, 
2007), the logic is traditionally fortified with the meso-level theories in attempts to deepen the 
understanding of value co-creation phenomenon. Grounded in SDL, integrating self-
determination theory with theory of acceptance, value theory and generational theory, this study 
provides an opportunity to combine both domains: customers and employees, and offers a 
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foundation to examine the factors that impact customers’ value proposition acceptance, 
customer-employee collaboration, value justification and their influence on value co-creation 
process outcomes. 
Based on the conceptualization of SDL’s value propositions, this research proposes a 
conceptual framework (Figure 2) centered on understanding customer value proposition 
acceptance leading to outcomes through collaboration between service employees and customers 
at every point of value exchange. The framework includes value proposition offers based on four 
points of value exchange provided by service providers, representing various business models. It 
also indicates that value proposition acceptance is moderated by generational cohort customer 
membership. Further the framework depicts the multidimensionality of value proposition 
acceptance and how acceptance influences co-created value justification leading to personal, 
organizational and collaborative outcomes.  
 
Figure 2. Conceptual framework of value proposition acceptance. 
The framework extends the understanding of why customers accept value propositions 
from a self-determination standpoint and how collaboration with service employees impacts 
outcomes. The framework reflects mutual value creation by incorporating two domains: 
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customers and service employees. It shows that through collaboration, direct interactions and 
self-determination, actors involved in value co-creation impact value justification and 
perceptions of personal, organizational and collaborative outcomes. The components of the 
conceptual framework will be reviewed and the relationships proposed. 
Value Propositions 
SDL establishes a framework of reciprocal service provision in which value is 
dynamically co-created with customers as either “value-in-use” or “value-in-context” (Vargo & 
Lusch, 2004, 2008).  The key assumption of SDL is that resources do not “have” value, rather 
value is co-created by customers when resources are used (value-in-use); and then customers 
evaluate the experience of goods and services as value-in-context (Vargo & Lusch, 2008).  As 
the value creation process evolves it is influenced by the point in time at which participants 
consider value, including the point of proposition, point of purchase or exchange, point of 
consumption or use, and point of post-use (O’Cass & Ngo, 2011).  Value creation encompasses 
all the specific theoretical and empirical instances in which companies and customers generate 
value through interactions (Vargo & Lusch, 2008).  Therefore, value creation, including co-
creation, and value proposition processes could be examined from innovation, marketing, 
production and recovery standpoints (Figure 3):  
 Innovation is a phase in the innovation process at the value proposition point in the 
value-chain cycle “resulting from dynamic and on-going interactions among 
resources, actions, and a group of actors” (Russo-Spena & Mele, 2012, p. 527).  Co-
innovation can be formed by the co-conception of ideas, co-design, co-costing, and 
co-outsourcing. 
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 Collaborative marketing is the interactions between customers and a company at the 
point-of-exchange when the value proposition is being transferred to customers. Co-
marketing within value co-creation can be examined through co-promotion, co-
creation of brand value, co-creation of community, content co-creation, co-pricing 
and co-distribution. 
 Production reflects how the service provider and client are partnering to develop the 
experience and the resulting added value (Prebensen & Foss, 2011).  Therefore, the 
customer is co-producing his or her experience with the service provider, contributing 
to the scene and their experiences, characterized by customers’ high participation and 
physical presence necessary for effective service delivery (Etgar, 2008; Yen et al., 
2004).  Co-creation of service, customization, personalization, and co-consumption 
constitute the production type of value propositions.  
 Recovery is a process where customers are actively invited to participate in 
collaborative efforts to recover from service failure or to solve a problem, offer their 
opinions and recommendations (Xu et al., 2014).  Co-recovery reflects creating value-
in-context (Edvardsson et al., 2011) and could be subdivided into service co-recovery, 
co-reputation management, co-maintenance, and co-disposal (Frow, Nenonen, Payne, 
& Storbacka, 2011).  
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Figure 3. Conceptual framework of value proposition acceptance: value proposition offers. 
Overall, at all possible points of value exchange direct interactions between partners in 
value co-creation are crucial for the success of the process, as they reciprocate, integrate, 
contribute, provide feedback and learn from each other about the attractiveness of value 
propositions (Vargo & Lusch, 2011). In the social context individuals have prospects to learn, 
adapt and make choices through perceptions of their socially constructed world (Giddens, 1984).  
As partners specialize, they become more dependent and connected to others, more concerned 
not only with individual wellbeing, but the wellbeing of the entire value co-creating ecosystem 
(Frow et al., 2011; Ostrom, Parasuraman, Bowen, Patricio, Voss, & Lemon, 2015).  In this 
regard, partners in value co-creation tend to focus on the co-creation of meaning, which is the 
joint sense-making occurring at different points of value proposition for the affirmation and 
renegotiation of personal, organizational and communal identity (Grönroos & Voima, 2013; 
Halliday & Trott, 2010;  Uysal, Sirgy, Woo, & Kim, 2016). However, overall analysis of 
empirical studies presented in Table 1 reveal that main attention of the researchers was focused 
on co-creation of experience, some attention was given to co-innovation. Significantly less 
attention was dedicated to empirical examination of co-recovery and co-creation of marketing. 
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Customer value proposition is one of the most used terms in business (Anderson et al., 
2006).  The majority of the literature and research on value propositions is devoted to the process 
of developing successful propositions from the service providers’ standpoint (Anderson et al., 
2006; Lanning & Michaels, 1988; O’Cass & Ngo, 2011).  The value proposition research is 
located in the areas of strategy and business models (Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002; 
Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010), business processes (Srivastava, Shervani, & Fahey, 1999; Zott, 
Amit, & Massa, 2011), and supply chain management (Martinez & Bititci, 2006).  It is believed 
that the strategic role of value propositions is in creating competitive advantage and overall 
business success (Lanning, 1998).  Researchers state that change in value propositions is one of 
the most important questions to consider for a service provider when seeking improvement in 
competitive position (Ostrom et al., 2010).  From the company perspective, value propositions 
represent a statement of benefits for the customer (Lanning & Michaels, 1988).  The successful 
value proposition also describes how the service provider plans to deliver supreme value to its 
customers (Webster, 2002).  Researchers established links between successful value propositions 
and organizational performance (Parnell, 2006; Lusch, Vargo, & Tanniru, 2010), between value 
propositions’ delivery, sustained and defensible competitive advantage and financial 
performance (Kaplan & Norton, 2000; Payne & Frow, 2014) between value propositions and 
future success (Cavaleri, 2008).  
Lanning and Michaels (1988) offered a three-step company value proposition process: 
choose the value, provide the value, and communicate the value. Anderson et al. (2006) offered 
three approaches to developing value propositions: all benefits, unique favorable differentiator 
points, and resonating focus or answering a question of what’s most worthwhile for the 
customer. Another approach to constructing superior value propositions was proposed by 
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Rintamäki, Kuusela and Mitronen, (2007) and is based on the understanding of value as 
economic value (price versus benefits), functional value (satisfaction of specific functional 
needs), emotional value (satisfaction of experiential needs), and symbolic value (satisfaction of 
self-expression needs). For example, in the recent study of the hotel managers, front-line 
employees and customers focused on value propositions developed by managers, showed that 
such value propositions were turned into value offerings delivered by front-line employees, and 
impacted customers’ perceived value-in-use (O’Cass & Sok, 2015).  As a result customers’ 
perceptions were linked to adjusting the value propositions by management and improving 
financial performance of service providers. The study introduced and discussed the value 
creation phases, identified the role of each player and researched value-in-use. Employee 
customer orientation was determined to play a moderation role in value creation in tourism 
services by enhancing the value offering delivered to the customers (O’Cass & Sok, 2015). 
Although, much attention has been given to the formation or creation of value 
propositions among companies, customers and other stakeholders, such as employees, suppliers 
and shareholders (Ballantyne et al., 2011), only a few empirical studies have explored the notion 
of beneficiaries accepting value propositions (Frow & Payne, 2011).  The literature does not 
address how and why customers accept value propositions offered by service providers. 
However, remarkably one of the fundamental propositions of SDL is that service providers 
cannot deliver value, however they can be dynamically involved with other players to create or 
co-create the value and offer value propositions (Vargo & Lusch, 2016).  From this point of 
view, customers are not just making purchases based on pure consumption needs, but they 
consider goods and services based on their value proposition. If they perceive a service valuable, 
important, and meaningful, they may consider purchasing such service to realize its value within 
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their personal context. However, until customers realize the value of the service (e.g., experience 
a vacation, also understood value-in-use), the offering is only hypothetically valuable (Ng, Parry, 
Smith, Maull, & Briscoe, 2012).  Thus, for the hospitality service provider it means that it cannot 
deliver value, only offer the value proposition, and value itself is co-produced with the customer 
through the service experience (Schau, Muñiz, & Arnould, 2009; Vargo & Lusch, 2008).  
Accordingly, it is in the customers’ hands to accept or reject the value proposition offered by the 
service provider and then it is again up to the customers to utilize the value propositions within 
their personal networks. Furthermore, once companies understand what customers find 
acceptable and worthwhile, it forces managers to make smarter choices and allocate limed 
resources to further develop meaningful value propositions (Anderson et al., 2006). 
Thus, from the co-created value perspective, the value proposition is defined as a 
provider’s proposal (i.e., suggestion, offer) of its resources and capabilities, both tangible and 
intangible (i.e., operant and operand) to a customer and others within the customer’s network in 
order to enable value creation through direct interactions (Flint & Mentzer, 2006; Grönroos, 
2012).  The SDL approach to value propositions led to developing a communication view of 
value propositions (Ballantyne et al., 2011), networked approach (Frow & Payne, 2011), and 
customer involvement approach (Kowalkowski, 2011).  Accordingly, when value propositions 
are developed with several partners joining together to collaborate and integrate resources in a 
reciprocal manner, thus leading to reciprocal value propositions, that are relationally constructed 
(Ballantyne et al., 2011; Skålén, Gummerus, von Koskull, & Magnusson, 2015; Truong, 
Simmons, & Palmer, 2012).  However, this prior research and conceptualization has not 
provided a structured process for customer accepting value propositions. Nonetheless, value 
propositions are the links among various partners that enable relationships, which could be 
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accepted, rejected or ignored (Vargo, Maglio, & Akaka, 2008).  Ulaga and Eggert (2006) that 
center on relationship aspects of value propositions to include direct interactions between 
providers and customers, service support and knowledge transfer, arguing that these aspects 
could be more important than pure costs versus benefits justifications.  
Moreover, value can only be created, when participants accept mutual value propositions, 
integrate resources, collaborate to achieve a mutually beneficial outcome and wellbeing was 
improved (Skalen et al., 2015; Vargo et al., 2008).  For example, in the qualitative study of 
iPhone customers’ blog posts, it was deduced that customers’ service experiences functioned as 
the source for value perceptions (Helkkula & Kelleher, 2010).  The researchers provided 
evidence that customers did not accept Apple’s value proposition passively, they wanted to play 
an active role in co-creating their experiences and influence how value was co-created (Firat & 
Dholakia, 2006; Helkkula & Kelleher, 2010).  It was conceptualized that customers accept value 
propositions when they integrate their personal resources in the process (Svensson & Grönroos, 
2008).  Additionally, when customers participate in value co-creation activities, they accept the 
co-created value proposition (Grönroos, 2011).  
Business Models 
The practical foundation used to test customer acceptance of value propositions offered 
by service providers is that of the “business model” (Chesbrough, 2010; Osterwalder, Pigneur, & 
Tucci, 2005; Zott & Amit, 2013).  The business model approach provides a convenient system 
for structuring the analysis of traditional versus shared value propositions and their acceptance 
by customers. Previous research on business models was focused on the components and as tools 
to deliver new value, competitive advantage, and firms’ performance (Chesbrough, 2010; 
Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002; Rajgopal et al., 2003).  Each company has a business model 
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either successful or flawed (Chesbrough, 2007).  However, researchers note the lack of 
agreement on a business model definition (Zott et al., 2011).  For the purpose of this study, the 
business model is a firm’s underlying core logic and strategic choice for creating value with 
customers through the value network (Shafer, Smith, & Linder, 2005; Vargo & Lusch, 2016).  In 
other words, the business model provides a consistent and unified understanding of how an 
organization creates, offers, produces and captures value with customers (Chesbrough, 2007).  In 
SDL terms, a business model describes a rationale of how multiple actors co-create, co-offer, co-
produce and co-recover value in a collaborative, sharing, resource integrating and mutual 
platform of exchange. The number one function of the business model is to articulate a value 
proposition (Chesbrough, 2007).  
 
Figure 4. Conceptual framework of value proposition acceptance: business models. 
This study addresses value propositions for three business models: traditional, 
collaborative and shared (Figure 4). In tourism and hospitality, traditional service providers 
could be described as those offering traditional hospitality services from a well-established 
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hospitality organization, which offers value propositions created by management using existing 
organizational resources in a top-down business-to-customer (B2C) approach through value-
added activities. For example, a traditional hotel such as the Park Plaza or Integrated Resort such 
as MGM Grand can be described as representative of the traditional business model.  
Collaborative business models are service providers who incorporate the principles of 
SDL by dynamically involving customers in value co-creation processes through collaboration at 
various points of value exchange. They offer opportunities for integration of resources both 
operant and operand by all actors involved in value co-creation, thus creating new networked 
resources through actor-to-actor (A2A) direct interactions. Hospitality service providers such as 
Starbucks (mystarbucksidea.com) and Marriott (travelbrilliantly.com) are examples of such 
collaborative service providers, who are attempting to create and implement collaborative 
business models.  
The shared business model is built on principles of sharing and collaborative 
consumption, through open access to idle resources and voluntary participation of networked 
actors, where value propositions emerge through peer-to-peer (P2P) exchanges. Shared business 
models could be for-profit and not-for-profit organizations without a traditional business entity 
per-se. Shared business models are represented by, for example, accommodation service 
providers such as AirBnB, 9flats, HomeAway; tour guides service providers such as TripforReal, 
ToursbyLocals, and dining service providers such as EatWith and MealSharing.  
Therefore, value propositions offered by different service providers that represent 
different business models could lead to different value propositions and difference in customer 
acceptance of such value propositions based on the business nature and the differences in the 
process of creation of such value propositions.   
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Generational Differences 
The concept of generational cohorts has been applied to studies across the world and in 
many applied contexts, including tourism and hospitality (Knight & Kim, 2007; Li, Li & 
Hudson, 2013).   Generational theory defines a generational cohort as an “aggregate of all people 
born over roughly the span of a phase of life who share a common location in history and, hence, 
a common collective persona” (Strauss & Howe, 1997, p. 61).  In most cases, generational cohort 
analysis is based on the perceptions that people born during a specific time-period, usually 25-
year span, observed during this particular historical era (Gardiner, King & Grace, 2013), shared 
experiences and created a unique perspective.   
Six generations are defined in the business and academic literature: the Greatest 
Generation (Pre-Depression Generation) and Silent Generation (Depression Generation) born in 
or before 1945, Baby Boomers (1946 – 1964), Generation X (1965 – 1980), Millennials 
(Generation Y) (1981 – 2000), and Generation Z- Post Millennials (born in or after 2001) 
(Williams & Pages, 2011).  The three largest generational groups in the current US population 
are Baby Boomers, Generation X, and Millennials, chosen to be the focus of this study. 
According to the US Census Bureau (2013), Millennials were projected to reach 75.3 million in 
2015, surpassing the 74.9 million Boomers and 66 million Generation Xers, becoming the largest 
living generation in the country (Fry, 2015).  As Millennials mature, move up in their career 
ladder and acquire disposable income, they start to play a noteworthy role in travel and 
hospitality trends and forecasts.  For example, Millennials are expected to account for nearly 
50% of business-flight spending by 2020 (Boston Consulting Group, 2013).  
Based on generational theory, members of each generation are distinctive in terms of 
their traits, values and beliefs, interests and expectations (Strauss & Howe, 1997).  Previous 
  
45 
 
research has shown that formative experience of each cohort serves as the basis of the so called 
generational gap (Gardiner et al., 2013).  Based on this gap each cohort can be identified as a 
unique consumer group with distinct beliefs that are collectively shared by group members 
(Gardiner et al., 2013).  For example, Schuman and Scott (1989) examined the impact of events 
that individual’s experience in their lives and the findings showed that people from a particular 
generation remember similar zeitgeist-defining events and attach meaning to these events, which 
shapes the cohort’s values and behaviors (Schewe & Noble, 2000).  
Originally scholars were focused on organizational behavior and human resource issues 
related to generational changes in the workforce. Generational differences in the workplace were 
examined based on leadership, teamwork, career patterns, personality, work values, work 
attitudes, and work-life balance (Lyons & Kuron, 2014).  For example, in one generational study 
of the workplace, when controlled for age, researcher found that managers should expect 
Millennials to display higher and sometimes unrealistic expectations, narcissism, anxiety, more 
need for external locus of control and higher self-esteem (Twenge, & Campbell, 2008).  
Generation Xers influenced by socio-economic events such as economic recession, high 
unemployment and family instability are characterized as more cynical and pragmatic when it 
comes to work-place behaviors (Maier, 2011).  As a result they may require greater emphasis on 
work-life balance. 
In marketing, generational cohorts were examined from the perspective of purchase 
behavior (Fountain & Lamb, 2011), trust development (Obal & Kunz, 2013), loyalty (Yang & 
Lau, 2015), segmentation, preferred actives and attributes (Huang & Petrick, 2010).  For 
example, in the study of online behavior differences and trust development, when compared to 
Baby Boomers, Millennials preferred collaborative information sharing, digital connectivity and 
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interactions between companies, customers and other vendors (Obal & Kunz, 2013).  Two 
groups may have differences in ability to process information and perceptions of information 
overload associate with age (Phillips & Sternthal, 1977).  The use of technology and reliance on 
social network sites were acknowledged as unique features of Millennials (Boston Consulting 
Group (BCG), 2012). The BCG survey found that Millennials were more engaged with brands 
online and social media than other generations (e.g., 53% explored brands on social media, 37% 
Millennials vs. 17% other older generation preferred brands with social media pages and mobile 
websites).  Therefore, Millennials can be characterized with technology savvy, optimism, 
sharing, community-orientation, readiness to promote the products and services they endorse, 
and instant gratification. For example, recent hospitality industry evidence suggests that 
Millennials are focused on utilization of mobile applications (Renner, 2016).  Data gathered form 
9,000 Millennials showed that 39% have been ordering take-out using smartphones, and 20% 
used mobile devices to check-in at a hotel. In response to changes within generational cohorts 
and generational hospitality market segments, several major hotel chains have started new 
product lines, services and even brands using Millennial-focused design and the use of 
technology to entice this consumer generation (Karmin, 2014).  
Accordingly, in hospitality and tourism research there are a number of studies both 
qualitative and quantitative to establish behavioral patterns and consumer models for various 
generations (Noble & Schewe, 2003).  Gardiner et al. (2013) conducted a qualitative exploratory 
study of consumers, members of three generations: Baby Boomers, Generation Xers and 
Millennials, and proposed a model of their purchase motivations. As result this team of 
researches argued that social rather than historical events have a stronger effect on travel 
decision-making among generational cohorts. The findings of the follow up quantitative study 
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also suggested that members of different generation groups desire unique experiences that offer 
social value and enhancement of their self-concept, trending toward individualized and 
customized experiences (Gardiner et al. 2013).  The study confirmed the validity of the 
generational approach to understanding travel consumer groups and identified the key constructs 
that underpin generational travel decision making, specifically formative, informational and 
normative referents, hedonic and functional value, attitudes and intentions (Gardiner et al., 
2013).  Another study looked at the application of generational theory to consumer behavior (Li 
et al., 2013).  This study examined American leisure travelers and generational gaps in travel 
information usage, previous destination experiences, future destination choices, destination 
evaluation, and travel activity preferences. The researchers provided empirical support for value 
generational analysis as a segmentation tool in travel market research (Li et al., 2013).  In a study 
of generational differences in the restaurant context, positive and negative drivers of dining 
experience were examined (Harrington, Ottenbacher, Staggs & Powell, 2012).  It was 
acknowledged that Millennials want the same thing as more mature customers (Baby Boomers 
and Generation Xer); however they place a different value on attributes such as quality and speed 
of service.  One of the major findings of this study recognized that service quality had a greater 
effect on Millennial customers in a negative dining instance than in a positive one. It was argued 
that Millennials are more sensitive to poor service quality than they are to good service quality 
(Harrington et al., 2012). 
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Figure 5. Conceptual framework of value proposition acceptance: generations. 
However, researchers actively point to the lack of theoretically grounded investigations 
of generational differences (Lyons & Kuron, 2014).  Researchers agree that there is sufficient 
proof of generational differences both in the workplace and in consumer behavior (Lyons & 
Kuron, 2014; Pennington-Gray & Blair, 2010).  However there are multiple calls for further 
theoretical and empirical examination of the relationships, mediators and moderators between 
generations and other work-place related and consumer-related variables (Lyons & Kuron, 
2014).  This study aims to explore the moderating role of generations in value proposition 
acceptance and perceptions of various business models, based on three generations: Baby 
Boomers, Generation X, and Millennials (Figure 5). Furthermore, this study also examines 
generational differences as drivers of collaborative behavior for both consumers and front-line 
employees.  
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Theory of Acceptance  
Drawing from the theory of acceptance, accepting a proposition involves a complex 
behavioral, cognitive and normative reasoning process (Cohen, 1992; Levi, 1960; Steel, 2013).  
Mainly used in scientific, philosophical and theological explorations, the theory of acceptance 
offers a sound framework to examine consumer acceptance of value propositions. Accepting a 
proposition is a decision to take an offer as an available premise for reasoning in the context of 
the offer (Steel, 2013).  A proposition, such as a value proposition, has contextual and timing 
characteristics. These factors are defined by the situation, the likelihood of the proposition to 
occur and logical consistency with what a person knows at the time the proposition is offered 
(Levi, 1960).  Acceptance of a proposition is also a mental or cognitive state expressed by a 
sincere and deliberate assertion (Maher, 1993).  The consequence principle within the theory of 
acceptance states that a person should take the consequences of accepting the value proposition 
into account, when evaluating a proposition (Steel, 2013).  
Thus, the decision to accept a proposition contains a value judgment: normative and 
descriptive, that implicates the resulting actions taken by an individual (Steel, 2013).  Not only is 
the acceptance of a proposition linked to the context in which judgment is performed, but also 
acceptance can vary by the degree of belief (Steel, 2013).  It is inferred that acceptance depends 
on the potential relevance of ethical and practical concerns, or consequences of error (Cohen, 
1992).  These concerns create a necessity to mitigate the inductive risk, when accepting the 
proposition (Cohen, 1992) and maximize practical and cognitive utility (Levi, 1960; Maher, 
1993).  For example, consider a tourist planning a vacation to a new and remote destination. He 
needs to proceed on an assumption as to the disposition of service providers at that destination. 
The internet provides some information about it, but not nearly enough to make any such 
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assumption obviously true. One accepts propositions by the service provider, which seems the 
most likely. These as a basis for travel planning in a way that seems mostly likely to be effective, 
even though one is far from believing that service provider will deliver the value proposition 
advertised.  
Cognitive acceptance is a mental state of approval, the degree to which an individual 
accepts the proposition’s meaning as being valid, factual and true (Paditt, 1971).  As cognitive 
acceptance was linked to truth-based approval (Audi, 2008), it could be operationalized as 
developing trust and commitment to the service provider based on value proposition appraisal. 
Behavioral acceptance is the individual’s intention to act or acting based on the degree of 
approval of the offered proposition (Audi, 2006).  In the tourism value proposition context, 
behavioral acceptance can be operationalized as intention to purchase and intention to 
recommend or word-of-mouth intention (WOM). Furthermore, in the value co-creation context 
willingness-to-participate in co-creation (WPC) could be attributed to the acceptance of the co-
creation value proposition. Normative acceptance means internalizing and approving a 
proposition based on historical continuation across generations of significant others and 
environmental support through low structural resistance (Oulasvirta, 2014).  For example, friends 
and family active acceptance and participation in AirBnB may lead to an individual’s normative 
acceptance of this shared business model through legitimacy and compliance with consumer 
preferences operationalized as normative acceptance. 
Researchers also recognized emotional acceptance or liking (Glidewell, Kantor, Smith, & 
Stringer, 1966).  Emotional acceptance can be defined as an individual’s positive perception or 
reaction to a value proposition. Interestingly, some researchers acknowledge developing a 
positive attitude toward the proposition as an act of voluntary acceptance (Audi, 2008).  Thus, 
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theory of acceptance could be extended with emotional acceptance to reflect the voluntary nature 
of accepting consumer value propositions. It was argued that emotional acceptance could 
accelerate cognitive and behavioral acceptance (Audi, 2008).  
Furthermore, it is argued that behavioral acceptance can occur without cognitive 
acceptance, and cognitive acceptance can occur without behavioral acceptance (Steel, 2013; 
Audi, 2008).  With emotional acceptance, cognitive acceptance can enter a truth-value state and 
improve the pathway to behavioral acceptance. However, other researchers argue that just 
emotional or cognitive acceptance is sufficient for voluntary acceptance (Elliott, 1992).  To sum 
up, based on the theory of acceptance, people might accept a value proposition cognitively, 
behaviorally, normatively and emotionally (Figure 6).  
 
Figure 6. Conceptual framework of value proposition acceptance: dimensions of acceptance. 
Furthermore, based on the consequence principle, people have a higher probability to 
accept a value proposition, when it leads to positive practical and moral consequences such as 
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wellbeing for individuals, providers and the community at large, or partners in value co-creation. 
Accepting of value propositions is affected by self-determination motivation. In addition, when 
accepting a value proposition, partners must mitigate the risks of accepting a mutually non-
beneficial erroneous value proposition. Therefore, based on the conceptualization of theory of 
acceptance, each construct operationalized as a factor of acceptance is reviewed. 
Cognitive Acceptance: Trust 
When customers are positively accepting a value proposition, they cognitively allow for a 
“leap of faith” towards trust (Mollering, 2006, p. 191).  In other words, they make an appraisal of 
whether a value proposition and a service provider are trustworthy and if the provider is capable 
of delivering the value proposition being offered. There is agreement that trust, when established, 
helps to reduce uncertainty about the environment, makes people feel comfortable, less insecure, 
enables relationships and provides the dynamics suitable to managing perceived risks (Gefen, 
Karahanna, & Straub, 2003; McKnight, Choudhury, & Kascmar, 2002; Wang, Ngamsiriudom, & 
Hsieh, 2015).  Many definitions of trust exist. However, trust definitions can be roughly 
systematized into three types: (1) trust as a personality trait; (2) trust as an expectation; and (3) 
trust as an institutional phenomenon (Beldad, de Jong, & Steehouder, 2010).  Due to the 
intangible nature of services, customers are often faced with incomplete information or very 
limited information regarding the value propositions being offered (e.g., when making travel 
arrangements), thus customers are making trusting appraisals with potential risks and ambiguities 
present. Therefore, trust is a customer’s expectation that a service provider is trustworthy, able 
and willing to behave as expected, based on the value proposition offered (Moorman, 
Deshpande, & Zaltman, 1993).  It was aruged that when customers trust the service provider, he 
or she will be (1) appraising ambiguous information more positively, (2) searching less for 
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information to assess the provider’s trustworthiness, (3) more inclined to engage in trusting 
behaviors, (4) encouraged to trust carelessly (Weber, Malhotra, & Murnighan, 2005).  
Researchers believe that customers assess service providers to be trustworthy based on 
competence, benevolence and integrity (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995).  Sztompka (1999) 
claimed that customers also include reputation, performance, and appearance when estimating 
the trustworthiness of a transactional partner. However, customers also determine how much 
trust they can tolerate for a certain service provider (Hardin, 1991).  Therefore level of trust may 
vary based on the situation and the level of relationship with the partner.  
When understanding trust, researchers divide the construct into initial trust and 
continuous trust, which emerges as relationships between parties develop (Siau & Shen, 2003).  
In this study examining customer acceptance of value propositions, the focus is on initial trust, 
which develops when customers cognitively accept the proposition from a service provider. 
Furthermore, the differences between offline and online trust were acknowledged (Boyd, 2003; 
Shankar, Urban, & Sultan, 2002).  It is argued that the subject of trust in the offline situation is 
typically an organization; and in the online environment trust is in the virtual platform as well as 
the organization behind the virtual platform (Boyd, 2003; Beldad et al., 2010).  Furthermore in 
the shared environment empowered by online technologies the subject of trust also includes 
peer-to-peer service providers. According to Ebert (2009) over 45% of research articles on trust 
contained a discussion of the communication channel.  
Several antecedents to trust have been determined including: familiarity with the service 
provider, institution-based assurance, situational normality, utility assessment of costs versus 
benefits, personal disposition to trust, attitude, community features, perceived social presence 
and reputation (Bart, Shankar, Sultan, & Urban, 2005; Chen, 2006; Gefen et al., 2003; Wang et 
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al., 2015).  Satisfaction, risk perceptions, loyalty, attitude, reputation, transaction costs, WOM, 
purchase intention were named as consequences of trust (Ayeh, Au, & Law, 2013; Ebert, 2009; 
Su, Hsu, & Marshall, 2014; Wang et al., 2015).  Trust was also examined as a mediator between 
performance and behavioral intention (Su et al., 2014).  Researchers also suggested a positive 
correlation between trust and wellbeing (Alfes, Shantz, & Truss, 2012; Hudson, 2006). 
For hospitality and tourism trust is one of the well-researched and well-adopted 
constructs. For example, in the study of travel-related user-generated content, trustworthiness of 
three channels: personal, marketing and editorial, was compared (Dickinger, 2011).  It was noted 
that customers’ belief in integrity highly impacted trust, and the level of informativeness was 
different for depending on the channel (Dickinger, 2011).  In another study of travel-related user-
generated content on TripAdvisor, it was revealed that consumers’ perceptions of trustworthiness 
influenced attitudes and intentions toward the online service provider (Ayeh et al., 2013).  
Interestingly the role of emotions and trust were identified as key mediators of service fairness, 
intention to revisit a travel destination and WOM referrals (Su et al., 2014).  Customer 
characteristics, company reputation operationalized as calculus-based trust and website features 
were components of consumer’s overall trust toward the travel website, positively impacting 
behavioral intention to purchase, to revisit, to recommend, to share and to follow the advice 
(Chen, 2006).  Therefore, trust in the process of accepting a value proposition might serve a 
special role to mitigate the risks of making erroneous decisions in both offline and online 
environments leading to positive outcomes.   
In 1994 Morgan and Hunt proposed a commitment-trust theory. The main principle of the 
theory is that trust and commitment mediates the relationships among antecedents such as: 
shared value, switching costs, relationship benefits, opportunistic behaviors and communication, 
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and consequences, such as co-operation, uncertainty, rejection, approval, and intention to leave. 
Strongly connected both trust and commitment play a significant role in developing customer 
long-term confidence in a service provider and enabling collaborative relationships (Kang, Tang, 
& Fiore, 2015). 
Cognitive Acceptance: Commitment to Service Provider 
Commitment is defined as one’s beliefs in the goals and values of the organization, 
willingness to exert effort and intention to maintain identification with the service provider 
(Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979).  Dwyer, Schurr and Oh (1987) defined the term commitment 
in service provider-customer relationships as “an implicit or explicit pledge of relational 
continuity between exchange partners” (p. 19).  Furthermore, commitment is an enduring wish to 
maintain a valued relationship (Moorman et al., 1993) and an explicit or implicit pledge by 
customers to stay with their service provider choice (Kiesler, 1968).  Originally researchers were 
focused on commitment within psychology (Rusbult, 1980) and organizational behavior (Meyer 
& Allen, 1997) fields of study and provided a theoretical framework for further research, such as 
commitment to a service provider.  
In organizational behavior, commitment links individuals to the organization, helps the 
organization to succeed and improves personal wellbeing (Meyer & Allen, 1997; Jain, Giga, & 
Cooper, 2009), which impacts employee performance, satisfaction and turnover intention 
(Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002).  In marketing, commitment was researched 
on customers’ experience with the brand, how it shapes consumer’s life, influenced by factors 
such as consumer social networks and culture, how it fits consumers’ life patterns, values and 
goals, satisfying specific needs (Fournier, 1998; Mick & Buhl, 1992).  Interestingly, 
identification, involvement and loyalty were named as sub-dimensions of organizational 
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commitment (Aydin, Sarier, & Uysal, 2011).  Four categories of commitment were identified as 
affective (e.g., liking the organization), instrumental (based on costs and benefits justification), 
normative (moral responsibility to stay with the organization), and continuance or temporal 
commitment (e.g., intention to stay with the organization) (Bloemer & Odekerken-Schröder, 
2003; Meyer & Allen, 1997; Morgan & Hunt, 1994).  
Furthermore, researchers acknowledged that “commitment can take different forms and 
can be directed toward various targets” (Meyer et al. 2004, p. 993), leading to valuable outcomes 
(Morgan & Hunt, 1994). It was established that consumers could have organizational 
commitment, employee commitment, and personal commitment (Jones, Taylor, & Bansal, 2008).  
Based on customers’ commitment to a service provider the outcomes could be both self- and 
others- serving, such as purchase and repurchase intention, relative attitude, willingness-to-pay 
more, devotion, advocacy and altruism (Jones et al., 2008).  Advocacy and altruism as 
consequences are specifically compelling in the context of value co-creation since it signals the 
willingness to invest resources in a service provider relationship. Moreover, researchers 
acknowledge that with commitment to the service provider customers develop cooperative 
sentiments, sustainable preferences for existing service provider, and a desire to continue the 
relationship (Gounaris, 2005).  It is believed that service providers may set up dependence 
conditions to enhance customer commitment through increased dedicated resources, pledges of 
resources, switching barriers such as termination fees and loyalty points (Beatson, Coote, & 
Rudd, 2006).  
Specific to hospitality, for example, in a study of skiers’ involvement in the activity, high 
levels of commitment to the service provider were linked to high levels of involvement (Dawson, 
Havitz, & Scott, 2011).  Interestingly, commitment to service providers were also analyzed from 
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a spatial perspective to include affective attachment, place dependence, place identity, social 
bonding and value congruence (Kyle, Mowen, Absher, & Havitz, 2006).  Moreover, in a 
different study focused on forest recreationists, commitment to the service provider was 
measured from low to high, and customers were segmented to indifferent, moderately and 
strongly committed leading to distinct outcomes such as attitudes related to forest use and 
entrance fees (Kyle, Absher, & Chancellor, 2005).  The most committed customers displayed 
increased frequency of visitations, longer visits, longer history of attachment to the service 
provider, stronger consideration of value propositions relevant to their experiences, support for 
the fee program and displayed preferences for spending park revenues (Kyle et al., 2005).  
Therefore, commitment to a service provider may serve as another indicator of customers’ 
acceptance of a value proposition offered by the hospitality service provider.  
Behavioral Acceptance: Purchase Intention 
When customers accept a value proposition through a purchase intention followed by a 
purchase, it might signify the ultimate behavioral acceptance. Purchase/repurchase intention is 
the subjective probability that an individual will purchase or continue purchasing services from 
the focal firm in the future (Kim, Lee, Chung, & Kim, 2013).  In connection to value 
propositions, it is believed that “the more valuable to a person is the result of his action, the more 
likely he is to perform the action” (Emerson, 1976, p. 335-362). Furthermore, it was identified 
that a superior value proposition appeals to consumers who are value driven (Bao, Bao, & Sheng, 
2011).  
Expectancy value theory (Feather, 1982) explains the formation of purchase intention 
through the memories of past experiences, current perceptions (e.g., appraisal of value 
propositions) and inferences drawn from other sources (e.g., appraisal of competitive value 
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propositions). It was also inferred that the link between expectancy and value is an advantageous 
approach to utilize when analyzing the mechanisms of purchase intention formation (Puntoni, 
2001), which requires cognitive-response activity moderated by positive attitude (Lord & Gupta, 
2010).  It was acknowledged that many factors influence formation of purchase intention, such as 
service quality and price (Chang & Wildt, 1994), social identity and emotional value (McGowan, 
Shiu, & Hassan, 2016), corporate ability and corporate social responsibility (Lin, Chen, Chiu, & 
Lee, 2011).  From the value point-of-proposition, consumers’ attitudes toward advertising, 
advertising effect, brand and competition strongly impact consumers purchase intention 
formation (MacKenzie & Lutz, 1989; Teng, Laroche, & Zhu, 2007). 
Consumer perceptions were identified as an important determinant of one’s behavior 
leading to stronger intention to purchase (Salisbury, Pearson, Pearson, & Miller, 2001).  
Perceived utility, risk and website usefulness were attributed to reasons why consumers shop 
online (San Martín & Herrero, 2012).  Other antecedents of purchase intention were identified as 
perceived price and brand image (Chiang & Jang, 2007), perceived usefulness, playfulness and 
price (Chu & Lu, 2007), trust in the vendor and online reviews (Sparks & Browning, 2010).  In 
social media environments perceived value positively affect purchase intention and was 
moderated by consumer characteristics such as gender and age (Escobar-Rodrigues, Gravalos-
Gastamizna, & Perez-Calanas, 2016).  Interestingly, direct interactions with hotel websites as a 
booking channel only impacted purchase intention through website quality, when intermediaries 
such as online travel agent websites outperformed brand.com (Liu & Zhang, 2014). 
Overall, purchase intention was influenced by hotel related factors and channel-related 
factors. In a study of low-cost airline customers, a combination of WOM and high levels of 
empathy based on corporate social responsibility were positively linked to purchase intention 
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(Chiu, Liu, & Tu, 2016). When utilizing the unified theory of acceptance and use of technology, 
San Martín and Herrero (2012) identified that levels of performance, expected effort, and levels 
of innovativeness positively influence tourists’ online purchase intention. In a recent study 
focused on luxury restaurants, perceived luxury values were linked to purchase intention (Wang 
& Matilla, 2015).  In the casino environment gaming value was shown to positively affect 
patronage intention (Yi & Busser, 2008).  Hedonic, function and financial value were found to 
influence purchase intention, but not symbolic/expressive value. In a study of the shared business 
model concept, advertisings (based on AirBnB) effects on consumers purchase intention revealed 
that individuals with a strong sense of power respond positively to uniqueness as a value 
proposition, while powerless customers react to a belongingness appeal (Liu & Mattila, 2017).  
Behavioral Acceptance: Intention to recommend: Word-of-mouth 
Intention to recommend is a customer's willingness to share positive comments and 
endorse the company through communication with others (Zeithaml, Berry, & Parasuraman, 
1996).  Word-of-mouth (WOM) is defined as “informal communication between private parties 
concerning evaluations of goods and services” (Anderson, 1998, p. 6) that is independent of 
corporate influence (Stokes & Lomax, 2002).  Furthermore, positive WOM is acknowledged as 
an expression of customer-actualized appraisal of a provider’s value proposition (Gummesson, 
2008; Ferguson, Paulin, & Bergeron, 2010).  Word-of-mouth is context specific (Allsop, Bassett, 
& Hoskins, 2007), and may contain both cognitive and emotional components (Sweeney, Soutar, 
& Mazzarol, 2012).  WOM has special importance for service providers, since it is assumed to 
be credible and trustworthy by an inexperienced traveler, especially when it comes from an 
experienced personal source (Allsop et al., 2007).  
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Tourists most frequently use WOM to inform their travel decisions (Day, Cai, & Murphy 
2012; Murphy, Moscardo, & Benckendorff, 2007) and is therefore of critical importance to 
tourism destinations and businesses. Although WOM has great importance to the service 
provider as a powerful tool in attracting and retaining customers, it is difficult to control due to 
the peer-to-peer nature of communication (Allsop et al., 2007; Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, & 
Gremler 2002).  With advances in the internet and social media electronic, WOM and online 
interpersonal influence constructs have emerged (Litvin, Goldsmith, & Pan, 2008).  Some 
researchers however argued that marketers blurred the boundaries between electronic WOM and 
corporate marketing communications by using passive and active third party influences through 
viral marketing initiatives (Litvin et al., 2008).  
Some customers are just more inclined to share their travel experiences and expertise 
(Litvin et al., 2008), others do so in hopes of reciprocity from the service provider or other 
customers (Dellarocas, Fan, & Wood, 2004).  Yet others spread WOM when affective elements 
such as satisfaction, pleasure, anger and sadness create an inner tension and moves individuals to 
discharge them through WOM (Westbrook, 1987). Customers that feel close personal attachment 
or a relationship to the service provider are more likely to spread positive WOM (Gremler, 
Gwinner, & Brown, 2001).  Not only ties to the service provider, but also involvement with the 
service itself prompted some consumers to be engaged in WOM (Derbaix & Vanhamme, 2003), 
as well as familiarity with the brand (Litwin et al, 2008), and source of information (Laczniak, 
DeCarlo, & Ramaswami, 2001).  It was concluded that WOM empowers customers, lowers the 
information asymmetries, assists with product evaluations (e.g., value propositions of new 
products and services), informs purchase decisions, and influences product acceptance (Ozcan & 
Ramaswamy, 2004; Litvin et al., 2008).  
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However, some researchers acknowledge that customer-to-customer interaction were 
capable of disrupting value proposition communications created by service providers (Blazevic, 
Hammedi, Garnefeld, Rust, Keiningham, Andreassen, Donthu, & Carl, 2013).  It is believed that 
customers pay more attention to cognitive insights and consumption patterns of other customers, 
rather than suggestions (value propositions) from service providers (Berger & Schwartz, 2011).  
Researchers differentiate between direct and indirect WOM, displayed through verbal and non-
verbal customer-driven influence (Blazevic et al., 2013).  For example posting a photo of a 
favorite travel spot on Facebook is considered non-verbal customer-driven influence. 
Information sharing and searching were considered goal-oriented behaviors that lead to an 
instantaneous display of customer preferences (Huffman & Houston, 1993; Blazevic et al., 
2013).  Researchers argue that when customers are driven to engage in communication such as 
WOM they may have conscious and unconscious goals such as helping the firm, self-
enhancement, self-identification, in-group identification, self-presentation, reciprocity, wellbeing 
and financial benefits (Blazevic et al., 2013; El Hedhli, Chebat, & Sirgy, 2013; Hennig-Thurau et 
al., 2004).  
In a recent study focused on the impact of hotel electronic WOM a direct link was found 
between positive and negative WOM on occupancy levels (Viglia, Minazzi, & Buhalis, 2016).  
In addition, the role of WOM in a holiday purchase decision-making process found that attitudes 
influenced WOM dimensions of motivation, source and content. WOM also impacted customer 
behavior through information search, evaluation and purchase (Chen et al., 2015).  Interestingly, 
voluntary information sharing and WOM of hotel front-line employees enabled co-creation of 
successful service encounters and fulfilled their roles as part-time marketers within the 
organization (Lundberg, 2008). 
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Behavioral Acceptance: Willingness-to-participate  
When customers accept a value proposition they are ready to participate with the service 
provider by co-producing the service. In fact it was argued that in service encounters, service 
experiences could only be delivered when customers are actively producing the service with the 
service provider (Etgar, 2008; Chathoth, Altinay, Harrington, Okumus, & Chan, 2013).  
Willingness-to-participate is defined as the likelihood that a customer will take part in production 
of the service, when given the opportunity. Researchers noted that customers’ willingness-to-
participate could depend on a set of factors, such as motivations, perceptions, need to control 
their outcomes, emotional gratification and evaluation of the service providers trustworthiness 
(Bolton & Saxena-Iyer, 2009).  
Previously the construct was researched in connection with the tourism planning process 
(Easterling, 2005), tourism destination management (Huang, Pennington-Gray, Ko, & Thapa, 
2010), ecotourism (Zhang & Lei, 2012), alternative tourism (Gursoy, Chi & Dyer, 2009) and 
consumer-generated media for travel planning (Ayeh et al., 2013).  Past experiences, sense of 
place, engagement at the destination and the emotional bond between people and place were 
examined in connection to willingness to participate in tourism planning by timeshare owners 
(Huang et al., 2010).  Positive or negative perceptions of tourism planning impacted the 
likelihood to participate, pointing to a gap between attitudes and participation (Huang et al., 
2010; McGehee & Andereck, 2004).  
The emotional connection between the place and the actors were noted as potentially 
motivating factors in willingness to participate (Huang et al., 2010).  Attitudes toward tourism 
and resident perceptions of the impacts influenced willingness to participate in the interactions 
with tourists (Gursoy et al., 2009).  The expectations of positive gains influenced the 
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endorsement of tourism development by residents and explained by social exchange theory 
(SET) (Gursoy et al., 2009).  The special role of positive and negative perceptions was noted as 
the most important factor (Gursoy et al. 2009). Attachment to the community, attitudes toward 
green behavior, potential for economic gain, benefits and costs, as well as the use of the 
resources were included in a model that are likely to influence the residents participation in 
ecotourism (Jurowski, Uysal, & Williams, 1997).  The model proposed a causal relationship 
between participation intention, environmental knowledge, and attitudes toward ecotourism and 
place attachment (Zhang & Lei, 2012).  Stimulating participation and engaging residents in 
tourism management activities were named as essential for successful ecotourism (Zhang & Lei, 
2012). 
Normative Acceptance: Legitimacy 
Legitimacy is defined as “a generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an 
entity are desirable, proper or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, 
values, beliefs and definitions” (Suchman, 1995, p. 574).  Legitimacy is a psychological 
construct that individuals use to evaluate authority, institution, or social arrangements, as 
appropriate, correct, and just (Tyler, 2006).  Weber (1978) argued that even when an individual 
did not hold the same norms, values, and beliefs and perceived others to support this social order, 
it appeared valid, objective and a social fact. Thus, legitimacy is also an individual’s perception 
that one “ought to obey” another (Hurd, 1999).  
The majority of literature on legitimacy explores normative legitimacy, which emerges 
from norms and values of society and the societal environment (Scott, 1995).  Scott (1995) 
argues that legitimacy cannot be owned or exchanged, that it is a characteristic of individuals’ 
perceptions that reflect cultural fit, normative support, and corroboration with relevant rules and 
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laws. It is a property that reflects social, normative, moral, ethical value orientation toward 
authority, institution or social entity (Beetham, 1991).  Legitimacy reflects an entity’s goals and 
appropriate ways to achieve those goals approved by the societal environment (Xu & Shenkar, 
2002).  Culture serves as a meaning-making mechanism for identity formation and the formation 
of normative identity (Lounsbury & Glynn, 2001).  
Legitimacy can be divided into two spheres: creation and legitimation of new social 
entities and maintenance legitimacy of existing entities (Johnson, Dowd, & Ridgeway, 2006).  It 
was noted that entities could be individual or collective and legitimized in the cultural framework 
through innovation, local validation, diffusion, and general validation (Johnson et al., 2006).  
However, the process of forming legitimacy is based on internalization, when an individual 
obeys, complies with adverse social directives and voluntarily supports rules of the game (Della 
Fave, 1986; Tyler, 2006).  In this regard, legitimacy is the acceptance of the order, of the 
normative belief and of the particular rule held by other actors (Hurd, 1999; Mueller, Dos Santos, 
& Seuring, 2009).  However it is not a simple acceptance, as legitimacy acceptance is based on 
some normative understanding of the process, justification and reason giving (Hurrell, 2005).  
Researchers acknowledge that normative legitimacy is linked to cooperation, and is a matter of 
degree (Tyler, Schulhofer, & Huq, 2010; Keohane, 2011).  
When an individual evaluates the legitimacy of an entity, he or she makes a justification 
if the legitimacy falls above or below some appropriate benchmark (Keohane, 2011).  It is 
argued that legitimacy is developed through rationality and expertise (Palazzo & Scherer, 2006), 
when evaluation is established as meeting all relevant claims and all standards are achieved 
(Mueller et al., 2009), and actual equilibrium is normative or based on societal norms and values 
(Carroll, 1993).  However, researchers also note that perceptions of organizational legitimacy are 
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strongly linked to organizational success or failure (Bianchi & Ostale, 2006).  When society 
stops supporting the legitimacy of an organization, it is threatened by failure and complete 
disappearance from the market (Arthur Andersen, Enron). Moreover, individual’s decision can 
be influenced by people’s decisions to believe that organization is legitimate and must be 
followed (Zelditch, 2001).  
In hospitality and tourism, the majority of studies examined legitimacy as a part of 
government control, tourism policy development and planning, tourism governance and the 
impact on society (Nunkoo, Ramkissoon, & Gursoy, 2012; Krutwaysho & Bramwell, 2010; 
Timur & Getz, 2008). However in a recent study of Iran’s home-based accommodations sector, 
characterized by sharing of space and interaction with the host and family, legitimacy was 
identified as one of five organizing principles among collective identity, localization, mindful 
market and networked finance (Hassanli, Gross, & Brown, 2016).  So called commercial homes 
were analyzed within a self-organization framework, an organic approach characterized by 
shared beliefs about values and goals that guide the development of a network structure of 
control, authority and communication (Burns & Stalker, 1961).  Balanced legitimacy emerged as 
one of five organizing principles, and was the choice of the operator/host to become legally 
recognized, and as a result to have access to resources, such as financial credits; to minimize the 
threat of new entries; to improve the feeling of assurance and safety to guests; to build a positive 
image not only for guests, but also for local communities. On the other hand, the hosts were 
skeptical to gain official legitimacy in fear of losing authenticity, the intrinsic nature of the 
business conceptualized as a home rather than a hospitality service provider (Hassanli et al., 
2016).  However the mindful market factor corresponds with social and normative regulations 
presented in the market. The hosts were looking for a normative and cultural fit, customizing 
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lodging experience to unique and special guests (Hassanli et al., 2016).  Therefore, normative 
legitimacy can serve as a normative acceptance measure to evaluate various business model 
value propositions. 
Normative Acceptance: Willingness-to-comply with consumer preference. 
Consumers’ willingness to comply with consumer preferences could be measured 
through consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence. Interpersonal influence is the 
“willingness to conform to the expectations of others regarding the purchase decisions and/or the 
tendency to learn about products and services by observing others or seeking information from 
others” (Bearden, Netemeyer, & Teel, 1989, p. 473).  Researchers examining compliance rates 
distinguish between interpersonal and intrapersonal influences (Guadagno, Asher, Demaine, & 
Cialdini, 2001).  Interpersonal influences are based on both individual’s immediate (e.g., friends 
and family) and broader social (community, culture, social network) environments (Schwartz, 
1977).  They note that social interactions and social influences affect the process of gaining 
willingness-to-comply (Forgas & Williams, 2001).  It was revealed that individual differences 
influence willingness-to-comply with the request (Cialdini, Wosinska, Barrett, Butner, & 
Gornik-Durose, 1999).  Furthermore, personal evaluations and perceptions of events were found 
to form the degree of conformity to social norms and consistency increased compliance (Burger, 
1999).   For example, individuals complied with the target request more readily, when they 
agreed to a previous smaller request, pointing to the sequential-request strategy of compliance 
(O’Keefe & Hale, 2001; Pascual & Gueguen, 2005; Zhang, Fishbach, & Dhar, 2007).  
Often an individual’s behavior is explained from a normative compliance standpoint. 
Normative compliance is founded on moral obligations and social influences, often referred to as 
internalized obligations (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003).  It is believed that individuals determine what 
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is appropriate based on what is believed to be the norm within their daily social environment 
(Cialdini et al., 1999; Burger, 1999).  Moreover social norms reduce the decision-making process 
for compliance behavior (Burger, 1999).  For example, individuals were more willing to help a 
stranger when it was accepted as a normative response (Kilbourne, 1989).  Overall, information 
about social norms can in certain situations, increase or decrease the likelihood of compliance 
behavior (Cialdini et al., 1999). However normative compliance can be weakened or strengthen 
based on the effective enforcement of the social norms (Sutinen & Kuperan, 1999).  
Consumer’s willingness-to-comply with social norms in general and norms of consumer 
groups were found to influence purchase decisions and purchase motivations (Ozaki & 
Sevastyanova, 2011). Consumer preferences and commitments facilitate the willingness-to-
comply with the service provider. In hospitality, customer participation in a green hotel 
management strategy was based on their willingness-to-comply with consumer preferences for 
green practices and their time availability (James, Miles, Nelson, Sledge, & Colakoglu, 2011).  
Emotional Acceptance: Attitude. 
Customer attitudes are defined as the enduring positive or negative feelings directed at 
the company, brand, product or service (Newhouse, 1990).  Widely researched in psychology, 
consumer and employee behaviors, and more specifically as a major factor influencing service 
encounters in hospitality and tourism, attitudes reflect affective states customers’ display towards 
the service provider. It is acknowledged that by forming positive attitudes towards the value 
proposition customers emotionally accept what offered by the service provider.   
Attitudes are measured by strength, which involves the strength of consumer judgment of 
the goodness and badness of the product, service, company, brand or issue (Park et al., 2010) and 
is a function of the confidence with which the judgment is extracted (Petty, Brinol, & DeMarree, 
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2007).  Attitudes may range from strong-positive to weak-positive, to weak-negative to strong-
negative. Accordingly, strong-positive attitudes predict behavior such as purchase behavior and a 
strong-negative attitude predicts avoidance of such behavior (Park et al., 2010; Fazio, Jackson, 
Dunton, & Williams, 2005).  Thus a strong-positive attitude toward the value proposition could 
influence positive customer acceptance, whereas a strong-negative attitude may influence 
consumers to avoid such value propositions. It was also argued that customer attitudes are not 
time dependent; rather based on thoughtful processing of the object or issue, and can be formed 
in a short period of time (Park et al., 2010).  
In general, attitudes towards acceptance of new technology were tested and found to 
positively impact behavioral intention as a part of the unified theory of acceptance of new 
technology usage of mobile phones (Chen & Chang, 2013).  In a hospitality and tourism study of 
Hong Kong residents, the focus was on examining how attitudes are formed toward the 
relaxation during travel experiences, the role of social identity and perceived cultural distance 
(Ye, Zhang, Shen, & Goh, 2014).  During the interviews with residents it was found that the 
normative factor such as social identity and cultural distance was influenced by positive and 
negative impacts and affected attitudes toward the tourism product. The identification through 
the perceptions of homophily was an antecedent of creditability and attitudes toward travel-
related user generated content (Ayeh et al., 2013).  
Emotional and functional value significantly and positively impacted attitudes toward the 
mega event and hosting country (Lee, Kim, Lee, & Kim, 2014).  Both attitudes toward the event 
and country formed visitation intention. Furthermore, message and consumer information 
processing were examined in the context of sustainability communication for a restaurant (Line, 
Hanks, & Zhang, 2016). Researchers identified that perceptions of sustainability, the fit between 
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these perceptions and the marketing message, affected message processing. Interestingly, 
message processing interacted with message components related to psychological distance: the 
closer the message was to individual’s goals and mindset the more impactful it was on 
information selection, persuasion and attitudes (Line et al., 2016). Therefore, attitudes influence 
new technology acceptance and also message and consumer information processing as well as 
the formation of opinions regarding various tourism and hospitality products.  
SDT psychological needs 
The core of SDT is the need satisfaction for autonomy, competence and relatedness, 
which are defined as the basic psychological needs of the individual (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Hon, 
2012).  In this regard, the main stream of SDT research is centered on the consequences of the 
degree of satisfaction of the three basic psychological needs (Mende & van Doorn, 2015).  Ryan, 
Sheldon, Kasser, and Deci (1996) identified a need only when satisfaction leads to psychological 
prosperity and wellbeing. Accordingly, within SDT the individual’s need-satisfaction is 
connected with psychological health and wellbeing (Reis, Sheldon, Gable, Roscoe, & Ryan, 
2000).  
The extent, to which basic psychological needs are satisfied, lead to identifying the social 
aspects and contexts, which support intrinsic motivation and enable internalization of extrinsic 
motivation (Gagne & Deci, 2005).  SDT researchers proposed that social and environmental 
factors play significant roles in the individual’s progress from controlled to autonomous 
motivation (Hon, 2012).  When the environment supports these needs, individuals display 
voluntary behaviors, high-quality motivation and superior wellbeing (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  In 
fact, SDT is considered one of the few theories that proposed a direct need-satisfaction 
connection to wellbeing (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  
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Overall, SDT examines personalities, their development and wellbeing in a social context 
(Deci & Ryan, 1985).  It is believed that a social context can either enable or hinder the need-
satisfaction process. Moreover, SDT is concerned not only with the personal wellbeing, but also 
emphasizes the role of collective wellbeing for individuals (Ryan, Huta, & Deci, 2008).  In fact, 
satisfaction of all three needs (autonomy, competence and relatedness) on within-person and 
between-person levels of analysis predicted wellbeing perceptions, with independent 
contributions made by satisfaction of each basic need (Reis et al., 2000).  It was also found that 
when individuals’ needs for relatedness, competence and autonomy are satisfied, they are 
determined to engage in a community at a higher level of frequency and intensity, contributing to 
a concurrent sense of personal wellbeing (Fuller, 2010; Chou & Yuan, 2015).  In fact, SDT 
stresses the importance of collective, societal wellbeing for individuals through a sense of living 
well (Ryan, Huta, & Deci, 2008). 
Therefore, researchers acknowledged that individuals’ need to feel autonomous and 
competent to maintain their intrinsic motivation and internalize their extrinsic motivation to 
integrated autonomous levels. With social context factors influencing individuals’ wellbeing, the 
need for relatedness becomes critical for internalization as well (Baumeister & Leary, 1995).  It 
was argued that satisfaction of the need to be related and connected to others and effective and 
competent in the social environment assists with individual’s process of value internalization and 
identification (Gagne & Deci, 2005).  However, researchers also noted that the needs for 
autonomy and relatedness are not antagonistic, but complementary (Ryan & Deci, 2000) as they 
reflect different aspects of individuals existence within the social context. The basic 
psychological needs for autonomy, competence and relatedness are included in the conceptual 
framework (Figure 7) and further discussed in greater detail. 
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Figure 7. Conceptual framework of value proposition acceptance: self-determination. 
Autonomy. 
Autonomy recognizes individual’s need for control over personal actions, the extent to 
which one feels self-determined versus controlled by others. The actions that are performed 
willingly, with integrity, come from the congruency between individual’s values and interests, 
based on the sense of choice and freedom linked to positive outcomes (Ryan & Deci, 2000; 
Vallerand, Pelletier, & Koestner, 2008).  However, autonomy was noted to be a different 
construct from independence, defiance, individualism, and detachment (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  
Autonomy reflects a feeling of strong self-determination, self-regulation, also understood as a 
locus of control, and is experienced through integrity and volition (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  
Individuals have a strong need to feel independent when choosing their actions (Ferguson, 
Paulin, Fallu, & Schattke, 2013).  It is important to note that autonomy is a need to self-organize 
the environment based on one’s value of focal behaviors, their meaningfulness and importance 
(Ryan & Deci, 2000; Ryan et al., 2008).  Volition and personal choice are necessary conditions 
for satisfying the need for autonomy (Gagne & Deci, 2014).  When individuals personally 
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endorse the importance of a certain behavior, the action becomes self-endorsed, sustainable and 
valuable (Ryan et al., 2008).   
Consequently, it was acknowledged that when a company supports the need for 
autonomy it increases employees’ trust and satisfaction with the organization (Gagne & Deci, 
2014).  Gagne (2003) explored how employees and supervisors personal motivational orientation 
influenced need-satisfaction and job outcomes, such as number of hours voluntarily invested and 
level of work engagement. Moller, Deci, and Ryan (2006) found that a context that supports 
autonomy produces higher levels of autonomous motivation, leading to personal endorsement 
and engagement in the task. Deci, Eghrari, Patrick, and Leone (1994) assessed the amount of 
time participants spent on performing a task, free-choice period and attitudes towards the task 
through three factors attributed to SDT’s autonomy: (1) a meaningful justification for doing the 
task; (2) recognition that people might find the activity non-interesting and; (3) choice that led to 
greater internalization. In addition, researchers found that satisfying needs for autonomy 
improves when individuals’ feel in control of their environment, which in turn satisfies the need 
for competence, leading to enhanced intrinsic motivation (Vallerand & Reid, 1984).  
Competence.  
The need for competence is defined as a desire to feel effective and efficient (Ryan & 
Deci, 2000).  In some cases, the literature defines competence as self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997), 
mastery (Dysvik & Kuvaas, 2010), and structure (Haerens, Aelterman, Van den Berghe, De 
Meyer, Soenens, & Vansteenkiste, 2013).  It is an individual need to feel confident in their 
personal abilities to impact outcomes and ensure progression toward wellbeing (Ryan et al, 
2008). Competence is also the belief in an ability to manage personal circumstances and achieve 
wellbeing. When satisfied, competence displays individuals’ capacity to interact with the 
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environment (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  It was detected that service providers should provide the 
support, resources and training necessary to increase customers’ competence, feelings of efficacy 
and also challenge customers’ to master their experiences (Gagne & Deci, 2005).  
On one hand, when individuals can achieve the goal and master the task easily they might 
feel sufficiently competent (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  On the other, competence allows an individual 
to search, engage and then experience the activities and opportunities to express his or her 
capacities (White & Thompson, 2009).  SDT postulates that in order to satisfy the need for 
competence individuals seek activities and challenges that match their capacities, which results 
in improving their skills and abilities and increases their potential leading to enhanced feelings of 
wellbeing (Deci & Ryan, 2002; Gatling, Kim, & Milliman, 2016). 
Therefore, when individuals feel they are more competent, the behavior is more effective, 
they have a sense of satisfaction, are more willing to engage in the activity and as a result self-
determination increases (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  For example, competence fosters customers to 
use new technologies and innovative products (Dabholkar & Bagozzi, 2002).  In addition, 
researchers uncovered that when an activity is easy, intuitive and readily mastered, it provides 
ongoing optimal challenge, and communicates positive feedback increasing perceived 
competence (Ryan, Rigby, & Przybylski, 2006).  The researchers inferred that the perceptions of 
autonomy and competence were linked to enjoyment, preference and wellbeing (Ryan et al., 
2006).  It was argued that the drive to fulfill the need for competence forces individuals to 
expand their creative and intellectual potential (Mitroff & Denton, 1999).  Furthermore, it was 
acknowledged that when individuals develop competence at work, it leads to improved 
performance, advancement, perceptions of success and satisfaction (Lee, 2016). 
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Relatedness. 
Relatedness refers to the extent of connectedness and closeness with others. It reflects 
one’s need to feel affiliated with other individuals (Ryan & Deci, 2000), through creating secure 
and satisfying connections with others. Relatedness develops from a sense of community, formed 
through sharing experiences, and based on creating mutual symbolic meanings of events, 
relations, values, identities, activities in a community as a whole (Ryan, Huta, & Deci, 2013).  
Relatedness is a “sense of being respected, understood, and cared for” by significant others in a 
social, guiding and supportive context (Ryan et al., 2008).  Therefore, services that are 
supportive of social communities offer a stable and secure base for relatedness need satisfaction, 
which contributes to greater psychological wellbeing, personal wealth and empowerment 
(Rosenbaum, Ward, Walker, & Ostrom, 2007; Ryan & Deci, 2001). 
The strong sense of community, interpersonal and peer involvement and acceptance were 
found to enhance feelings of relatedness (Grolnick & Ryan, 1989).  However, when interpersonal 
involvement is missing, the individuals’ intrinsic motivation diminishes (Anderson, Manoogian, 
& Reznick, 1976).  Additionally, the need for relatedness is a necessary factor for internalization 
(Ryan & Deci, 2000).  It is believed that when individuals desire to be affiliated with others, be a 
part of a group, community, team, a family is strong, they tend to adapt values, beliefs and 
behaviors more easily, especially when they are endorsed by significant others (Ryan et al., 
2013).  Furthermore such individuals strive to be supported by important others (Baumeister & 
Leary, 1995).  
There is a connection between perceived relatedness and social influence (Roca & 
Gagne, 2008) and defined as “one’s assessment of whether or not people important to him or her 
feel the behavior should be performed” (Ajzen, 1991).  Peer encouragement was positively 
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related to satisfaction and perceived usefulness of the activity and services (Martins & 
Kellermanns, 2004; Hsu & Chiu, 2004).  Therefore, a secure and supportive interpersonal 
environment, which creates an empathetic and positive climate, can provide conditions necessary 
for individuals to be involved in challenging activity, enhance internalization of the extrinsic 
motivation and improve intrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Roca & Gagné, 2008). 
SDT contribution to studies on value co-creation. 
SDT contributes to studies focused on customer motivation to participate in co-creation 
and potentially assists in answering questions on how participation satisfies feelings of 
autonomy, competence and relatedness affecting wellbeing. For example, the continuum from 
amotivation--extrinsic motivation- intrinsic motivation could be examined based on a typology 
of participatory styles. In a recent qualitative study using interviews and diaries of healthcare 
patients, researchers argued that intrinsic motivation led to a playful participatory style while 
extrinsic motivation led to volunteering and contributory participation (Engström & Elg, 2015).  
The study based on long-term service encounters explored the change in customer motivation to 
participate in co-production over time. It showed how the three components of SDT are being 
influenced by customer participation in co-creation activities. When customers move from a-
motivation to extrinsic motivation and start internalizing, participation changes from restitution, 
to social, to volunteering and contributing and finally when the motivation is intrinsic the 
participatory style has a strong emotional component (Engström & Elg, 2015). Furthermore, it 
was inferred that service providers should detect participants’ needs and motivations in the early 
stages of collaborative projects, as their initial motivation impacts the nature of participation and 
co-outcomes (Engström & Elg, 2015).  The study highlighted the role of customer-provider 
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interactions around feedback, ideas and solutions that contribute to the outcome of the co-
creative process.  
Customer characteristics were also examined in a study grounded in SDT focused on co-
creation of experience (Verley, 2015).  The researchers argued that the results of co-creation of 
experience depend on customers’ expectations about co-creations benefits and customers’ role-
reading; the degree to which customers are ready to fulfill their roles as co-creators. Researchers 
operationalized three SDT factors as role readiness, technologization and connectivity. The study 
argued that consumer expectations of co-creation benefits impacted the levels of customer role-
readiness, technologization and connectivity. Not all customers are equally motivated to 
participate in co-creation, as not all three SDT dimensions and benefit expectations motivate 
consumers in the same way (Verley, 2015).  This study showed that in addition to the co-creation 
process, the social-context has an effect on customer outcomes (Verley, 2015).  It was suggested 
that service providers focus their attention on improving customer’s role readiness for co-
creation through communication and guidance. Therefore, service providers should not only 
invest in communications, but also provide guidance to customers, so they feel ready to act as 
co-creators and do not experience failure (Verley, 2015). 
With the increased importance of social media for the hospitality industry (Leung, Bai, & 
Stahura, 2015), SDTs three factors may assist in understanding the influence of consumer 
participation in online communities, including customer-to-customer interactions. By researching 
how customers influence other customers through social media and public environments, service 
providers may have a better understanding of customers’ acceptance of shared value 
propositions. For example, a recent study explored the SDT’s autonomous engagement of 
Millennials to support social causes through social media. The experimental study findings 
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acknowledged that members of this generational cohort readily support causes online when they 
benefit others (Ferguson et al., 2013). Autonomous motivation was used as a predictor of a 
supportive intention and was examined as a mediator between the positive influence of 
identification and a cause. Interestingly, the study identified that synergy between autonomous 
motivation and an autonomously supportive social media environment was a factor fostering 
positive outcomes (Ferguson et al., 2013; Ryan & Deci, 2000).  
Another SDT-based study focused on the interactions of intrinsic motivation and social-
contextual factors for hotel employees’ creativity (Hon, 2012).  Previously researchers 
established that social-contextual factors are important to support intrinsic motivation and 
creative performance (West & Anderson, 1996).  Hon (2012) focused on studying only 
autonomy among employees as the SDT factor. It was argued, that a supportive climate boosts 
the strong sense of autonomy, by encouraging initiative, openness to express opinions and take 
decisive actions. The results of study found that autonomous motivation takes the role of 
mediator between social-contextual factors and employee creativity measured as climate for 
creativity, empowering leadership and co-worker support (Hon, 2012).  
A number of studies explored the connection between SDT factors and wellbeing as an 
outcome.  For example, in the recent study by Chou and Yuan (2015) based on cTaipei e-
communication platform, the long-term effects of co-creation, such as individual and collective 
wellbeing, that emerge during the interactions with the service provider and other customers was 
examined. Grounded in SDT, the study proposed a new conceptual framework based on a 
service-driven community, societal and individual wellbeing. The core of the paper was focused 
on transformative services that lead to the wellbeing of the individual and the community at large 
and ranked as the number one priority for service research (Nasr, Burton, & Gruber, 2015).   
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Interestingly, the generation of social value through social entrepreneurship as a part of 
transformative service research is also being discussed in tourism and hospitality (Sigala, 2016).  
SDT may serve to inform studies focused on active consumer engagement in service-driven 
social communities and the connection to customer wellbeing (Chou & Yuan, 2015).  It was 
proposed that competence, autonomy and relatedness may be used to build social communities 
that satisfy these customer needs leading to a collective commitment, shared goals and inter-
customer support.  
The transformative role of the service provider is in establishing such a community and 
providing the platform for resource integration from all parties involved (Chou & Yuan, 2015).  
The service providers’ role is to support customers’ co-creation. If performed correctly, service 
providers deliver valued services to collective societies, thus reinforcing the transformational 
quality and improving the welfare of the entire community ecosystem (Rosenbaum et al., 2007).  
Authors proposed that transformational services are capable to fulfill customer’s need for social 
belonging (relatedness) creating a powerful driver to engage in co-creation. Furthermore, 
transformational service providers may offer continuous support as policymakers and 
policyholders, as well as informational, social and emotional support. Accordingly customers 
who receive sufficient support from the service provider experience may increase self-efficacy, 
which in turn might influence them to collaborate with other members and contribute to 
community wellbeing. Researcher argued that self-determined involvement in value co-creation 
should be reinforced through customer’s interactions and value exchanges with other actors who 
participate in value co-creation within the service-driven social community (Chou & Yuan, 
2015).  
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In another longitudinal SDT-based study the effectiveness of service providers was 
linked to objective and subjective customer wellbeing through co-production of financial 
counseling services (Mende & van Doorn, 2015).  Three components of SDT were 
operationalized as financial literacy for autonomy, consumer involvement as competence, 
attachment styles as relatedness. The study results pointed that service providers should segment 
customers, track literacy, involvement and attachment to leverage co-production as a process 
leading to financial wellbeing (Mende & van Doorn, 2015). Interestingly the findings reflected 
the frequency of interactions between customers and service providers that could potentially 
increase or decrease subjective wellbeing depending on the duration of interaction suggesting a 
curvilinear relationship between the constructs (Mende & van Doorn, 2015). 
This study contributes to the value co-creation literature by examining the relationships 
between SDT and Theory of Acceptance variables in the same model. It examines the effects of 
the motivational determinants of customers’ acceptance of value propositions by applying SDT 
constructs as experimental manipulations. Traditionally, SDT researchers focused mainly on 
exploring the need for autonomy in various contexts (Sheldon & Filak, 2008).  There are 
multiple calls to examine all three SDT components under the same social context. Furthermore, 
researchers continue the debate between the additive and independent interactive effects of the 
three SDT components (Hagger, Koch, & Chatzisarantis, 2015; Sheldon & Filak, 2008).  
On one hand, it was argued that satisfying the need for autonomy is complemented by 
competence and relatedness, or the additive nature of satisfying needs, leading to positive 
outcomes such as thriving and enhanced intrinsic motivation (Sheldon & Filak, 2008; Dysvik et 
al., 2013).  On the other hand, researchers find support that independent need satisfaction of the 
three individual factors may lead to positive outcomes and also have interaction effects with 
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social-contextual factors and between factors (Hagger et al., 2015).  Therefore this study aims to 
examine both individual and additive effects of autonomy, competence and relatedness on value 
co-creation outcomes. To achieve this aim, perceived autonomy, perceived competence and 
perceived relatedness are introduced as factors influencing the acceptance of value propositions 
operationalized as commitment to resources (autonomy), competence (feedback), and collectives 
(relatedness).  
Commitment to resources. 
Commitment to resources has been researched in the organizational context and linked to: 
the success and continuance of projects (Dong, 2001); decreased resistance to change (Igbaria & 
Guimareas, 1999); and facilitation of new process implementation (Swanson, 2001). Moreover, 
in the process of innovation, risk acceptance and commitment to resources bear a significant role 
to ensure the success of new product development (Cooper & Zmud, 1990).  However, 
researchers also acknowledge that when employees are committed to resources and are given 
greater decision-making opportunities, their autonomy, freedom and accountability increases, 
leading to higher engagement in projects (Sinha, Talwar, & Rajpal, 2002).  In addition, 
commitment to opportunity and resources are components of successful organizational 
entrepreneurship (Stevenson, 1990).  Entrepreneurship as a form of organizational behavior 
could be considered one of the highest levels of autonomy driven by intrinsic motivation (Sathe, 
1988).  The concept of commitment has also received substantive attention in consumer research 
(Evanschitzky, Brock, & Blut 2011; Fullerton 2005; Mattila 2006). 
Within SDL, value co-creation as a collaborative and interactive process relies on 
customer engagement and long-term relationships (Vargo, 2009).  The long-term relationships 
between customers and a company are governed by willingness of all parties to contribute to the 
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value co-creation process both operant and operand resources (Vargo & Lusch, 2008).  In fact, 
one of the central SDL propositions is the focus on operant resources as the source for 
competitive advantage (Vargo et al, 2008).  The extent of operant resource contribution is 
contingent on the length and nature of relationships (Payne et al., 2009), which might rely on 
their motivation to establish and continue such relationships (Selviaridis & Spring, 2007).  
Researchers acknowledge that commitment to resources and time are the part of the relationship 
design (Yazdanparast, Manuj, & Swartz, 2010) that might lead to greater opportunities for value 
co-creation (Payne et al., 2009).  For example, Ramaswamy (2009) demonstrated that customer 
engagement and resource contribution, such as information, skill and knowledge exchange 
allowed for stronger commitment to the projects they chose.  
In hospitality and tourism resource commitments and interventions were identified as 
antecedents of experiential value and included in the dynamic co-creation framework (Chathoth 
et al., 2013).  Furthermore, it was argued that time, effort and knowledge spent on travel 
represent operant resources that influence the value co-created process (Prebensen et al., 2013).  
Therefore, for the purposes of this study the focus is on commitment to the operant resources 
operationalized as time and effort (or expertise and knowledge) in the value co-creation process 
between actors involved.  
Furthermore, when customers’ personal resource contribution is evaluated positively, the 
process effort is also perceived positively and complements the co-created value attached to the 
product (Franke, Schreier, & Kaiser, 2010).  To expand on this new understanding of co-created 
value, we propose that customer commitment to resources they contribute to the success of the 
value co-creation process, as a display of autonomy need satisfaction, plays a moderating role in 
developing co-created value leading to value proposition acceptance. It has been asserted that 
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commitment is a multidimensional construct, which can be viewed as affective or emotional, 
continuance or calculative, and value-driven or cognitive (Tanford, Raab, & Kim, 2011).  
Affective commitment reflects a consumer's emotional attachment to the brand or service 
provider, continuance commitment is defined as consumers’ attachment to the relationship due to 
obligations, investments or costs, and value-driven commitment is the value of benefits received 
from belonging or identifying oneself with a particular brand community (Fullerton, 2005; 
Matilla, 2006; Sui & Baloglu, 2003; Tanford et al., 2011).  Overall, customers’ commitment to 
resources can be defined as enduring, affective, and value-driven attachment to personal 
contribution of operant resources made to ensure the positive outcome of value co-creation.  
Therefore, it can be argued that the higher customers’ commitment to operant resources the 
higher customers’ assessment of the investment in the value co-creation process. For example, 
the more the customer is committed to a new tourism service idea he or she submitted to the 
company through their co-creation channel, the higher the value he or she assigns to this service.  
Feedback. 
The application of competence from both service providers and consumers, are widely 
discussed in SDL (Vargo & Lusch, 2008).  It was argued that integration of resources should be 
incorporated with competence to achieve optimal co-creation of value and the overall survival of 
value co-creation systems (Vargo & Lusch, 2008).  In the course of value co-creation customers 
assume many roles, including the role of competence provider (Payne, Storbacka, & Frow, 
2008).  However it is also acknowledged that both customers and service providers should learn 
to use and adapt their competence to actualize value (Vargo & Lusch, 2004).  
Conceptually customer competency learning has three types: internalization, 
remembering and proportioning (Payne et al., 2008).  Interestingly remembering corresponds 
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with marketing communication, and has affective and informational components, internalization 
or interpretation of experiences and assimilation of memories. Proportioning is referred to as 
having a loop in learning and requires customers to reflect on their engagement in the processes 
with the service provider, changing their processes and gaining more competence, by creating 
new processes and resources (Payne et al. 2008).  
Researchers note that the core competencies in value co-creation are learning and 
knowledge. Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2000) point to a service provider role of engaging 
customers as a new source of competence for the corporation. Customer competence is their 
knowledge and skill, but also willingness to experiment, learn and engage in an ongoing dialogue 
(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000).  However, many researchers raise the issue of customer 
incompetence to participate in certain types of value co-creation (e.g., co-innovation, co-creation 
of marketing) (Vernette & Hamdi-Kidar, 2013).  To compensate for customer incompetence 
researchers suggest collaborating with lead users, those who present strong needs, leading edge 
of markets and have high incentive to innovate, by asking them to commit to the company, or 
providing platforms and resources to enhance their competence for co-creation (Vernette & 
Hamdi-Kidar, 2013).  
Both the services and management literature has long emphasized the role of constructive 
feedback as a mechanism necessary for survival of the system. However, feedback is a reciprocal 
two-way interactional process, which is sent and received to modify the next action by both 
actors involved to achieve certain results.  For example, customers’ feedback, ideas, and 
comments help to improve and develop a firm’s offerings, production processes and sustainable 
practices (Hoyer, Chandy, Dorotic, Krafft, & Singh, 2010; Kristensson, Gustafsson, & Archer, 
2004).  On the other hand, customers as part-time employees of the firm in the co-creation 
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process also face the same challenges as service providers, such as intangibility, perishability, 
inseparability and variability of their roles as co-producers of the service (Lovelock & Wright, 
1999).  Research on customer self-efficacy perceptions in the service encounter suggested that 
constructive feedback provided to the customer, as well as training, vicarious experiences, verbal 
persuasion and a low-stress environment were requirements for improving their service 
interactions (McKee, Simmers, & Licata, 2006).   
Feedback can be classified into two types: solicited and unsolicited. Solicited or 
conscious feedback is the traditional way of obtaining an evaluation of services or products using 
such platforms as surveys and interviews, collecting quantitative data using Likert-type scales 
(Ordenes, Theodoulidis, Burton, Gruber, & Zaki, 2014).  Unsolicited feedback is feedback 
arriving in the form of customer sentiments, online reviews, personal conversations with front 
line employees, or by field observations, such as eye tracking, number of clicks, and reading 
time (Wirtz, Tambyah, & Mattila, 2009).  
In addition, SDT researchers examine positive and negative feedback (Hagger et al., 2015; Ryan, 
1982; Sheldon & Filak, 2008).  It is believed that positive feedback helps to increase intrinsic 
motivation (Ryan, 1982), improves trust and other positive organizational outcomes (Hagger et 
al., 2015). Furthermore, researchers acknowledge that positive feedback also endorses feelings of 
competence, leading to improved performance (Harackiewicz & Larson, 1986; Vallerand & 
Reid, 1988).  Furthermore positive feedback increases perceived competence, and as a result 
prolongs volitional time spent on completing the task (Hagger et al., 2015).  Competence tested 
in an experiment with positive and no feedback conditions led to increased feelings of 
effectiveness, self-efficacy, moods, objective performance, and intrinsic motivation (Sheldon & 
Filak, 2008).  Contrarily, negative feedback leads to a declining sense of competence and 
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decreases both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, dropping to a-motivation and feelings of 
helplessness (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Boggiano & Barrett, 1985), avoidance, low goal orientation 
(Rawsthorne & Elliott, 1999), decreased persistence, and negative affect (Fishbach, Eyal, & 
Finkelstein, 2010).  Interestingly, researchers found additive effects between feedback, 
competence and autonomy (Ryan, 1982; Hagger et al., 2015), where perceived competence 
served as a mediator between feedback and changes in intrinsic motivation (Vallerand & Reid, 
1988).  
Collectives. 
Within SDT relatedness refers to feelings of connectedness with others, and satisfaction 
of this need enhances one’s motivation and wellness (Ryan & Deci, 2001; Ryan, Rigby, & 
Przybylski, 2006).  For example, in a study of virtual gamers satisfaction of the need for 
relatedness with other players and a virtual community was associated with longer future play 
intention and future time-commitment (Ryan et al, 2006). Historically, working as a group, team, 
or community is the basis of human interactions. Within SDL, the majority of value co-creation 
studies are directed toward an interaction between two actors: provider and consumer, employee 
and consumer, supplier and provider, consumer and consumer (Grissemann & Stokburger-Sauer, 
2012; Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Xu et al., 2014). However, several researchers are focused on 
exploring the collective phenomenon of value co-creation (Edvardsson et al., 2011; Laamanen & 
Skalen, 2014; Sigala, 2012; Spencer & Cova, 2012).  
For example, value co-creation researchers study social construction and social networks 
that emerge including suppliers, providers and consumers (Gummesson, Kuusela, & Närvänen, 
2014). However consumers form their own collective networks among providers, families, 
friends and other suppliers (Gummesson, 2008).  Collective action can be defined as an act by 
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people performed together to achieve a common goal and enhance their status (Laamanen & 
Skalen, 2014).  It is believed that collective efforts lead to superior outcomes when compared 
with the efforts of an individual (Triandis, 1989).  
The sense of collective responsibility leads to more trusting and comfortable 
communication among members of a group (Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002).  The 
motivation of collective members is not self-serving, but more concerned with the wellbeing of 
the group as a whole and individuals of the collective (Oyserman et al., 2002).  To foster 
harmony of the group, members of the collective comply with norms and rules of the collective 
(Ho & Chiu, 1994).  The priorities of the members of a group are often focused on in-group 
goals rather than on individual goals (Triandis & Bhawuk, 1997).   
In the context of social interactions in the sharing economy and collaborative 
consumption, multiple beneficiaries may participate in value co-creation and value proposition 
acceptance may rely on the power of many (e.g., crowdsourcing). It was proposed that value co-
creation is the value configurations emerging by many networked actors (Vargo & Lusch, 2008).  
For example, it was explored that brand communities co-created value by working closely 
together for collective value co-creation (Schau et al., 2009).  Furthermore, it was suggested that 
activities for value co-creation should be collectively shared for value co-creation to emerge 
(Laamanen & Skalen, 2014).  
In collectives people are voluntarily working together in “some fashion for a variety of 
reasons, often including the belief that doing so enhances the prospect of achieving the [mutual] 
objective.” (Snow, Soule, & Kriesi, 2004, p. 6).  Within communities, interactions, commitment, 
contribution of resources, production of collective projects, and building of relationships among 
members were named as characteristics of co-creating collectives (Zwass, 2010).  The feelings of 
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belonging and mutual attachment are expected from members of collectives (Blanchard & 
Markus, 2007).  The feelings of mutual trust and belonging lead to individual member 
contributions towards the collective (Zwass, 2010).  Kozinets, Hemetsberger, and Schau (2008) 
discusses collective consumer creativity actions that through discussion and sharing new 
knowledge and information, consumers collectively create value (Pongsakornrungslip & 
Schroeder, 2011).  In the study of the autonomous co-consuming collective group practices of a 
UK soccer fan club, Pongsakornrungslip and Schroeder (2011) noted two main motives: personal 
(information gathering, relationships, and social interactions) and collective (sense of 
community, contribution of resources, brand culture).  In co-consuming communities’ members 
play both provider and beneficiary roles, allowing for “many-to-many” relationships and 
“working consumer” perspectives (Gummesson, 2006; Pongsakornrungslip & Schroeder, 2011).  
In hospitality the study of a sponsored online coffee-brand community revealed that 
customer interactions and sharing improved consumer understanding of service-design, triggered 
cognition and emotion leading to new service development (Sigala, 2012).  The study informed 
providers about the effectiveness of developing, managing, moderating and interacting with 
consumer collectives for successful new service development processes (Sigala, 2012).  
Accordingly, it was implied that co-creation could serve as a market control mechanism of 
consumer empowerment (Bonsu & Darmody, 2008).  Interestingly collaboration and positive 
outcomes result in collective interaction, but also double-exploitation, opposition, co-optation, 
coercion and opportunism (Laamanen & Skalen, 2014; Pongsakornrungsilp & Schroeder, 2011).  
It appears that both alternatives could lead to disruptive business models, innovation, alternative 
marketplaces and new sharing distribution systems. It also may lead to interpersonal solidarity, 
  
88 
 
collective identity, sustained membership, commitment and organizational loyalty (Laamen & 
Skalen, 2014).  
Collaboration: Customers and Employees 
Direct customer collaboration with a company and employees is one of the key aspects of 
successful value co-creation (Elsharnouby & Mahrous, 2014). The dyadic interactions between 
customers and front-line employees are the main focus on service encounters (Solomon et al., 
1985). Collaboration in value co-creation is often operationalized as direct interactions between 
two or more actors, including employees and customers (Lusch & Vargo, 2014). Therefore, for 
the purposes of this study collaboration between customers and front-line employees is examined 
(Figure 8). 
 
 
Figure 8. Conceptual framework of value proposition acceptance: collaboration. 
Moreover, collaboration leads to positive sum relationships, affords a competitive 
advantage, enhances value network viability, and fosters joint customer-company benefits 
(Vargo & Lusch, 2014).  It also improves communication, removes barriers, enhances learning, 
opens access to idle and dense resources, detects resource integration possibilities, creates new 
resources, and reduces errors in service creation, thus promoting new opportunities and a rise in 
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service delivery effectiveness (Lusch & Vargo, 2014).  Several studies highlight the voluntary, 
mutual, open and non-command aspects of collaboration in the value co-creation process 
(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004).  For example, Starbucks openly encourages customers to post 
short videos on YouTube of their first Starbucks coffee cup experience. Customers voluntarily 
post and share their videos using both Starbucks’ and their personal YouTube channel, which 
instantly co-creates value for all parties involved.  
However, not all customers are motivated to be involved in the process of value co-
creation in the same way (Schau et al., 2009).  Some customers prefer just to participate, through 
information seeking and sharing, direct interactions and fulfilling their assigned roles for 
beneficial value co-creation. Others may seek more involvement by offering constructive 
feedback and ideas for service improvement, actively promoting the service to their social 
network and helping other customers to benefit from the service, that provides extraordinary 
value not only to the firm, but also benefits customers’ wellbeing and fosters collaborative 
outcomes (Eichentopf, Kleinaltenkamp, & van Stiphout, 2011; Yi & Gong, 2013).  Some 
individuals may see greater value in engaging in certain activities while others will have 
preferences for ways of interacting based on their particular role view as a resource integrator 
within a given context (McColl-Kennedy et al., 2012).  
Customers may also be encouraged or discouraged to participate in value co-creation by 
the company through value propositions, activities and the resources provided via direct and 
indirect interactions (Payne et al., 2009).  For example, by providing opportunities and opening 
access to interactive platforms for collaboration through www.travelbrilliantly.com Marriott 
International encouraged customer participation in new service development (Shayon, 2014).  
On the other hand, when a service provider insists on removing negative comments from 
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Yelp.com, ignores reviews on TripAdvisor.com and controls customer comments on Facebook, 
these activities discourage active customer participation in collaborative activities. The 
effectiveness of collaboration may depend on the organization and management of the process 
(Tuli, Kohli, & Bharadwaj, 2007).  In fact, Lusch and Vargo (2014) point to process 
competency, which involves properly managing collaboration, choosing suitable actors to 
collaborate with, and developing mutually beneficial collaborative relationships. They argue that 
appropriate collaborative actors should have the required operant resources, be open to jointly 
solving problems and interested in pursuing shared opportunities (Lusch & Vargo, 2014), 
therefore open to social exchange (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005).   
Customer collaboration as a combination of customer involvement and participation was 
studied in a collaborative project based on the online video broadcasting website (Blasco-Arcas, 
Hernandez-Ortega, & Jimenez-Martinez, 2014).  It was found that interactivity and 
personalization influence customer participation in collaboration, online purchasing and their 
intention to continue participating. It was also found that interactivity moderates personalization 
and intention to participate in collaboration (Blasco-Arcas et al., 2014).  Business models and 
customer-employee collaboration were utilized in a study of corporate education services 
(Zolnowski, Semmann, Amrou, & Böhmann, 2013).  Customer needs assessment, degree of 
standardization, individualized design, customized attractive learning material, individualized 
realization and attractive learning environment were used to create value propositions. The study 
demonstrated that collaboration within the business model approach led to productivity 
improvements through idea generation between customers and employees (Zolnowski et al., 
2013).  In the travel agency context, collaboration between industry agents was investigated and 
how it affects customer relationship management profitability (Fan & Ku, 2010).  It was 
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identified that knowledge sharing positively affects customer relationship management when 
agents collaborate thus positively affecting performance of individual travel agencies.  
Importantly in a study focused on a hotel-resort, value creation was approached as a 
multi-phase, multi-party concept (O’Cass & Sok, 2015).  It approached hospitality mangers as 
players who designed and offered value propositions, employees as players who delivered value 
propositions and customers who perceived value propositions as value-in-use. Value creation 
phases were examined to have a mediating effect between value propositions and customer 
perceptions of value-in-use (O’Cass & Sok, 2015).  Employee customer orientation was found to 
have a moderating effect on value creation phases. Service performance, service support, 
personal interaction and relationship value were examined as a part of managers, employees and 
customers perceptions of value delivered. Direct interactions and collaboration among service 
triads (managers, employees and customers) during the service delivery process was examined 
(O’Cass & Sock, 2015).  Overall, it was found that value proposition offers and delivery 
communicated by managers and employees led to positive implications toward customer value-
in-use justification and the firm’s financial performance (O’Cass & Sock, 2015).  Therefore, 
examining perceptions from both employees and customers as participants in accepting and 
delivering collaborative value propositions can expand our understanding of value justification 
and outcomes of the collaborative process in hospitality and tourism. 
Co-Created Value  
The cornerstone of co-created value and value propositions is the complex and elusive 
concept of perceived value (Caru & Cova, 2003; Grönroos, 2012; Woodall, 2003).  Multiple 
understandings of value exist, which leads to the use of value constructs without explicit 
conceptual understanding in marketing and consumer research (Karababa & Kjeldgaard, 2014).  
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Traditionally, value is defined as “an interactive relativistic preference experience” (Holbrook, 
1999, p. 5), a customer’s assessment of benefits and sacrifices (Slater & Narver, 2000; Zeithaml, 
1988), and the combination of physical and service attributes, experience, social rewards, 
competence and technical support (Nasution & Mavondo, 2008; Petrick, 2002).  It is well 
accepted that customers are “value-driven” (Sweeney & Soutar, 2001). In this perspective, value 
has been identified as one of the most important measures for gaining a competitive advantage 
(Petrick, 2002).  Additionally, value has been argued to be the most important indicator of 
consumer behavior intention (Petrick, 2002; Zeithaml, 1988; Parasuraman & Grewal, 2000). 
The shift to the sharing economy of collaborative consumption has encouraged the 
recognition of new value constructs such as identity and linking value, co-created value and 
value resulting from the co-creation of meaning. With the introduction of S-D logic and 
customer-centric services researchers suggested a growing need for conceptually grounded 
measures of value, which reflect the process of collaborative creation of value occurring between 
a provider and a consumer (Grönroos, 2012; Karababa & Kjeldgaard, 2014; Vargo et al., 2008).  
Building on S-D logic, it is argued that value has a collective and intersubjective dimension and 
should be understood as value-in-social-context (Edvardsson et al., 2011). 
Overall the multidimensionality and interconnectedness of value types is broadly 
accepted (Gallarza & Saura, 2006; Karababa & Kjeldgaard, 2014).  It was noted that multiple 
value dimensions tend to better explain consumer choice, and marketers should consider various 
value dimensions to develop more comprehensive value positioning strategies (Sweeney & 
Soutar, 2001).  It was also argued that value dimensions are independent and contribute to 
consumer choice incrementally (Sheth, Newman, & Gross, 1991).  Unidimensional 
operationalization of value was critiqued as being too simplistic (Sánchez-Fernández & Iniesta-
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Bonillo, 2009); arcane (Huber, Herrmann, & Henneberg, 2007); narrow (Mathwick, Malhotra, & 
Rigdon, 2004); and offering no specific direction on how to create or improve value (Petrick, 
2004).  
Researchers are focused on investigating more comprehensive measures to understand 
how consumers value services and accept value propositions (Sweeney & Soutar, 2001).  For 
example, the five-dimensional scale by Petrick (2002, 2003) included behavioral price, monetary 
price, emotional response, quality and reputation. In a study of war tourism a three-dimensional 
concept of value was investigated identifying functional, emotional and overall value (Lee, 
Yoon, & Lee, 2007).  Positive and negative dimensions of value appraisal were identified 
(Gallarza & Saura, 2006).  Positive dimensions included efficiency, quality, social, play and 
aesthetics; negative values addressed monetary cost, risk, time and effort (Gallarza & Saura, 
2006).   
Sacrifice, quality, various consumer and product/service characteristics, as well as brand 
perceptions, shopping experiences, expectations, desires, perceptions of performance, objective 
price and price fairness, product information, employee performance cues, and perceived risk 
were named as antecedents of value (Agarwal & Teas, 2001; Chen & Dubinsky, 2003; Grewal et 
al., 1998; Sweeney, Soutar, & Johnson, 1999).  Customer satisfaction, loyalty, purchase and 
repurchase intention, commitment, willingness-to-pay more and competitive advantage were 
researched as consequences of the perceived value construct. Both reflective and formative 
conceptualizations of value were utilized, as well as first and second order constructs when 
examining the value nomological network relationships.   
The most popular and widely-used definition of value was introduced by Zeithaml 
(1988), where value is defined as a “consumer’s overall assessment of the utility of the product 
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(or service) based on perceptions of what is received and what is given” (Zeithaml, 1988, p.14).  
This understanding of value springs from Means-End theory, which explains the decision-
making process where individuals are goal oriented and utilize the attributes of the product or 
service to achieve their final desired outcomes (Gutman, 1982).  Further, the definitions of value 
evolved to include hedonic characteristics (Babin, Darden, & Griffin, 1994; Holbrook & 
Hirschman, 1982).  The experiential component of value was introduced, that reflected non-
utilitarian, non-instrumental, affective and entertainment approaches to consumer value appraisal 
(Holbrook, 1999).  Under this view value is understood as being formed through the interaction 
between consumers and a product or service. As such, it is comparative, personal, and situational 
(Zauner, Koller, & Hatak, 2015).  
Theory of value (TOV) sometimes referred to as axiology, is concerned with the 
predominant question of what is of value (Schroeder, 2016).  The early work on TOV placed it 
as a philosophical and moral theory focused on understanding value and goodness and all 
variations (Frankena, 1973; Hartman, 1967).  The relativism of value is discussed by comparing 
one construct to another, sometimes aided by questioning a claim as in valued “for” what. In this 
regard philosophers differentiate between instrumental and intrinsic value (Bradley, 2006).  
Constructs have instrumental value when they are only good for something they lead to. For 
example, money is only good for buying an airplane ticket. Intrinsic value is when a construct is 
just good, and not for what it leads too (non-instrumentally good). For example, an airplane 
ticket is good for traveling to a vacation resort, which is good for relaxation and pleasure, which 
is good for well-being and happiness.  
Axiologists argue that happiness might be the fundamental intrinsic value (Fletcher, 
2008).  However, debate is ongoing between monism, based on one fundamental intrinsic value, 
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and pluralism, based on many varieties of intrinsic value. Following TOV’s understanding of the 
nature of value, co-created value fits the instrumental value category leading to the final outcome 
of universal wellbeing. Furthermore, in terms of S-D logic universal wellbeing represents the 
person’s social network or vitality of the person’s system (Lusch & Vargo, 2014), consisting of 
personal wellbeing, wellbeing of the co-creating partner and joint wellbeing.  
The theory of value also deals with incomparability of constructs in value appraisals. 
Researchers compare constructs to one another and try to appraise what is of more value or equal 
value, keeping the order of accrual as a moderator, finding that constructs can have low 
comparability (Schroeder, 2016).  For example, what is of more value a vacation at a destination 
resort or a service from a professional accountant? Consequentialism could be utilized to resolve 
some of the issues of incomparability. In the TOV, consequentialism assists with understanding 
what action is best to perform first (Sen, 1982).  Accordingly, consequentialism links the action 
with one’s axiology, leading to the agent-centered understanding of value (Oddie & Milne, 1991; 
Wedgwood, 2009).  Based on this viewpoint, one should always do what will bring forward the 
result that is of most value relative to that individual. In other words, what has most importance 
to the individual, or is most meaningful. For example, one should evaluate what will have better 
intrinsic value: going on vacation or filing taxes, decide what will have the best-relative-to-
oneself-result and act on it. Therefore, based on TOV and SDL the individual is always a co-
creator, a beneficiary of value, as value is always agent-relative or agent-centered (Vargo & 
Lusch, 2016; Schroeder, 2016), where the appraisal of the meaningfulness of co-created effort or 
target viewed as the focal point of the co-created value construct.  
Our understanding of co-created value is grounded in TOV. Based on the collaborative 
nature of the value co-creation process, reciprocity of exchange, customer’s role as a beneficiary 
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and a resource integrator, co-created value is defined as the actors’ appraisal of the 
meaningfulness of a target (product or a service) based on what is contributed and what is 
realized through collaboration (Busser & Shulga, submitted for publication). Based on this 
definition, co-created value was operationalized as consisting of five subscales: meaningfulness, 
collaboration, contribution, recognition and affective response (Figure 9).  
 
Figure 9. Conceptual framework of value proposition acceptance: co-created value. 
Meaningfulness is defined as a belief of targets’ significance, importance, and worth. 
Collaboration is a sense of cooperation for mutual gain between parties (individuals, providers, 
communities, and networks), sense of working together to achieve collective goals, having 
mutual understanding, common vision, and sharing, transfer, accumulation of resources. 
Contribution is the extent to which a customer shared his or her own resources both tangible and 
intangible to achieve desired outcomes (benefits, results). Recognition is defined as an 
acknowledgement of the value co-creation outcome received by a customer, both intrinsic and 
extrinsic. Affective response is a consumer’s overall emotional reaction to co-creation. 
  
97 
 
Outcomes 
Grönroos and Voima (2013) recognized three major spheres in value co-creation: service 
provider, customer and joint spheres. Such distinction clarified the roles, scope, locus and nature 
of interactions among different parties involved in the process of value creation. This approach 
assists with understanding the interactions involved in the process of value creation at different 
points of value exchange. Importantly, based on SDL, theory of acceptance, SDT and theory of 
value, customers are constantly evaluating various aspects of the service process based on their 
intrinsic value system, making justifications of value propositions at different points of 
exchange.  In correspondence with the three spheres of value co-creation, three major domains of 
outcomes related to collaboration and value creation can be defined: organizational, personal and 
collaborative. Organizational outcomes in the process of value co-creation can be defined as the 
results of the customers’ value proposition acceptance directly effecting performance of the 
service provider (e.g., competitive advantage, employee commitment, employee productivity, 
employee retention). Personal outcomes in the process of value co-creation can be defined as 
subjective intrinsic outcomes affecting individuals (e.g., customers, employees, friends, family 
members, others) involved in the process as the result of customers’ value proposition 
acceptance (e.g., wellbeing, happiness, quality of life, growth). Collaborative outcomes or co-
outcomes are understood as outcomes emerged as the result of collaboration between service 
providers and individuals, as well as among organizations, customers and employees (e.g., 
satisfaction, loyalty, trust, commitment, citizenship behavior).   
As the consequence of the value proposition offer and acceptance, collaborative 
outcomes influence both domains, organizational and personal, without purely belonging to 
either one. They could be used to characterize the mutual understanding or meaning-making of 
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the value co-creation process. Therefore, for the purposes of this study organizational outcomes 
can be operationalized as customer and employee perceptions of competitive advantage achieved 
as a result of the acceptance of value propositions and collaboration; personal outcomes as 
wellbeing; and co-outcomes as employee job satisfaction and customer service satisfaction 
(Figure 10). 
 
Figure 10. Conceptual framework of value proposition acceptance: outcomes. 
Personal Outcomes: Wellbeing. 
The positive consequences of accepting co-created value propositions and collaboration 
could be represented by personal wellbeing for both customers and employees. . It was inferred 
that wellbeing has a positive effect on motivation and involvement in the value co-creation 
process (McColl-Kennedy et al., 2012; Prebensen, Chen, & Uysal, 2014).  Wellbeing is defined 
as thriving across multiple domains of life (Diener, Scollon, & Lucas, 2003).  Two main 
perspectives define wellbeing: hedonic wellbeing and eudaemonic wellbeing.  
Hedonic wellbeing concerns feeling good, and eudeamonic wellbeing addresses 
functioning well (Ryan & Huta, 2009).  Subjective wellbeing is one of the most researched 
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constructs within the hedonic wellbeing line of thought. Subjective wellbeing is a person’s 
affective and cognitive evaluation of life (Diener et al, 2003).  It can be subdivided into three 
factors: global life satisfaction, frequent and intense positive affective states, and relative absence 
of negative emotions (Adler & Seligman, 2016).  
The eudaemonic approach defines wellbeing as an ongoing and dynamic process of living 
by engagement in meaningful activities (Ryan & Deci, 2001).  Self-realization, mindfulness, 
self-acceptance, authenticity, environmental mastery, value congruence, social connectedness, 
positive relationships with others, meaning in life and purpose were identified as dimensions of 
wellbeing (Ryff, 1995; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Seligman, 2011; Adler & Seligman, 2016).  A 
stream of positive outcomes were reported based on the wellbeing construct, such as better 
physical and psychological health, greater accomplishments, more productive economic 
contributions to society, better social relationships, lower levels of burnout, greater self-control 
and coping abilities, more cooperative, pro-social, altruistic and other-centered tendencies (Adler 
& Seligman, 2016).  
Although generally accepted as significant for understanding personal behavior, 
wellbeing as a construct received only marginal interest in hospitality and tourism. Majority of 
the studies on wellbeing are connected to the tourism context. For example, subjective wellbeing 
was examined in the hiking tourist context in South Korea (Kim, Lee, Uysal, Kim, & Ahn, 
2015).  The study results revealed that personal values and tourist motivations strongly and 
positively influence subjective wellbeing of the hikers. Tourists’ subjective wellbeing 
perceptions positively impacted the revisit intention (Kim et al., 2015).  
However, wellbeing is gaining application in other areas of hospitality research. In a 
recent study focused on exploring delightful service when applied to hotel environment, it was 
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acknowledged that when front-line employees were able to detect customers’ emotional states 
and concealed needs by being attentive and proactive they were able to successfully customize 
the service attending to customers’ personal wellbeing (Wang, Wang, & Tai, 2016).  The 
relationship between hotel guests’ wellbeing perceived service quality, overall customer 
satisfaction and customer-company identification was examined a different context of Chinese 
hotel guests. The researchers provided evidence that hotel guests identify themselves with the 
service provider that in-turn leads to their improved personal outcomes such as wellbeing and 
also to organizational outcomes, such as repurchase intention (Su, Swanson, & Chen, 2016).  In 
the study of the restaurant patrons it was established that brand attitude and hedonic value were 
linked with customers’ perception of wellbeing (Kim, Jeon, & Hyun, 2012). Interestingly the 
customer involvement in the service process moderated the pass from wellbeing perception to 
behavioral intentions.  
Accordingly, wellbeing served as a positive and strong mediator to behavioral intention. 
Remarkably, on one hand, fast-food patrons expect service providers to consider their personal 
wellbeing as well as environmental sustainability as a part of the corporate social responsibility 
program (Xu, 2014).  On the other hand, the key tourism investors are slowly considering 
wellbeing as a destination resource and a business opportunity (Pyke, Hartwell, Blake, & 
Hemingway, 2016).  Among barriers, investors recognized that wellbeing was perceived as elite 
wellness service, devoted to improve customers’ wellbeing. Major differences in what wellness 
and wellbeing meant for tourism businesses were uncovered. Second, investors acknowledge that 
the brand should reflect the wellbeing and wellness focus of the service provider. Third, 
community collaborative effort in establishing a network devoted to wellbeing and wellness was 
a necessary condition for success. Finances, lack of infrastructure and market trends were also 
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recognized as barriers to utilizing wellbeing as a tourism resource (Pyke et al., 2016).  Among 
enablers investors pointed out value, consumer climate, marketing, and culture in local 
government. Remarkably, the respondents recognized that customers are actively looking to 
integrate more wellbeing activities in their lifestyles and social networks and the result satisfying 
customer wellbeing needs may lead to potential value creation for tourism (Pyke et al, 2016). 
Collaborative Outcomes: Satisfaction. 
Customer Satisfaction. 
Overall, customer satisfaction is defined as an individual’s appraisal of how close actual 
performance of the service came to their expectations (Oliver, 1999).  Moreover, customer 
satisfaction was defined as a level of fulfillment of customer’s needs, wishes and desires, when 
directed towards appraisal of the product or service (Oliver, 1999).  Customer satisfaction can be 
referred to as post-purchase evaluation of service quality, and also pre-purchase service 
expectations (Anderson & Sullivan, 1993).  However, customer satisfaction also can be 
approached as an emotional response to the services received (Rust & Oliver, 2000).  Feelings of 
pleasure and wellbeing were linked to customer satisfaction (Pizam, Shapoval, & Ellis, 2016).  
Therefore, customer satisfaction can be both a cognitive and affective evaluation of service 
experience received when compared to initial expectations of the service. The majority of 
customer satisfaction research was based on expectancy disconfirmation theory (Oliver, 1999) 
and assimilation and cognitive dissonance or contrast (Oh & Parks, 1997).  
There are a substantial number of customer satisfaction studies in hospitality and tourism. 
Measuring satisfaction is necessary to understand which services and attributes are most 
important to customers; provide a benchmark and measure continuous company- and customer- 
initiated improvement, determine competitive strengths and weaknesses and provide a link to 
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customer relationship management (Naumann, 1995).  Satisfaction is based on the philosophy 
that when superior value is created for customers, the service provider is successful by 
anticipating and managing their expectations, and thus demonstrating the ability to deliver on the 
promise to satisfy their needs (Dmonici & Guzzon, 2010).  
For hospitality and tourism, customer satisfaction serves as one of the most important 
indicators of organizational success (Radojevic, Stanisic & Stanic, 2015), leads to increased 
demand and improved financial performance (Sun & Kim, 2013), higher efficiency (Assaf & 
Magnini, 2012) and customer loyalty (Tanford, 2016).  Satisfied guests are more eager to 
provide word-of-mouth recommendations, repurchase, pay more and trust the service provider 
(Matzler, Bidmon, & Grabner-Kräuter, 2006; Villanueva, Yoo, & Hanssens, 2008).  Service 
quality and perceptions of value are believed to determine the level of customer satisfaction 
(Blanchard & Galloway, 1994).  Therefore, hospitality service providers tend to invest in 
improving the quality of service and offer superior value and cultivate long-term relationships 
with guests to achieve higher levels of satisfaction leading to loyalty (Radojevic et al., 2015; 
Tanford, 2016).  
Gu and Ryan (2008) proposed seven factors that positively impact customer satisfaction: 
location and accessibility, staff performance, cleanliness, comfort, food and beverage quality, 
and ancillary services. Four sources of customer satisfaction with hotel services were examined: 
location, staff performance, tangible and sensorial experiences and aesthetic perceptions (Ren, 
Qiu, Wang, & Lin, 2016).  Additional hotel activities were determined to lead to customer 
satisfaction, such as sustainable practices (Xu & Gursoy, 2015) and socially responsible practices 
(Lee & Heo, 2009). Successful innovation, experience co-creation (Grissemann, & Stokburger-
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Sauer, 2012), and recovery from service failure (Xu et al, 2013) also were found to lead to 
increased levels of customer satisfaction (Chathoth et al., 2013).  
In the peer-to-peer environment satisfaction with the service provider and their intention 
to use P2P services revealed that customer satisfaction was influenced by enjoyment, economic 
value, social benefits and accommodation attributes (Tussyadiah, 2016).  Interestingly, factors 
that were associated with collaborative consumption in the P2P environment were found to 
negatively affect customer satisfaction. Moreover, positive effects of social interactions on 
satisfaction were found among customers staying in private rooms, or co-habituating (sharing an 
apartment with a host), but not in private homes (no co-habituating). Sustainability and social 
responsibility for P2P hospitality consumption were found to negatively affect satisfaction for 
those co-habituating, but positively affect those renting entire homes (Tussyadiah, 2016).  
Overall, researchers acknowledge that in hospitality satisfaction is a sum total of individual 
elements and attributes of the service provided (Pizam et al., 2016), of functional elements (hotel 
room) and performance-delivery elements (Bettencourt, 1997), direct and indirect services 
(Davis & Stone, 1985).  The overall broad measurement of satisfaction as a sum total with 
weighted attributes was deemed appropriate for the hospitality industry (Pizam et al., 2016). 
Front-line Employee Job Satisfaction.  
Job satisfaction is usually defined as affective state, feelings an employee has toward 
their job. However, other job satisfaction definitions exist. Spector (1997) defines job 
satisfaction as “how people feel about their jobs and different aspects of their jobs. It is the extent 
to which people like or dislike their jobs” (p. 2).  Thus researchers recognize levels or degrees of 
job satisfaction: from satisfaction to dissatisfaction (Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974).  
Job satisfaction was also recognized as an employees’ sense of achievement and success (Knoop, 
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1994).  Another approach is to understand job satisfaction as the extent to which an employee 
feels their personal expectations match the rewards received from the employer both tangible and 
intangible (Churchill, Ford, & Walker, 1976).  Job satisfaction is also defined as “the pleasurable 
emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job as achieving or facilitating the 
achievement of one’s job values” (Locke, 1969, p. 316).  Thus, the level of congruency and 
fulfillment between perceptions of achievement and personal values measures individual job 
satisfaction (Janssen, 2001).  
Mainly researched in organizational behavior, job satisfaction is recognized as a 
detriment to both employer-related and personal employee-related aspects. For example, 
researchers suggest a positive and significant relationship between job satisfaction and 
performance, productivity, and commitment (Yang, 2010).  On the other hand, job satisfaction 
was linked with personal wellbeing (Judge & Locke, 1993), feelings of achievement and 
motivation (Lam, Zhang, & Baum, 2001). Intrinsic and extrinsic rewards, job design, work 
conditions, social relationships, perceived opportunities and need satisfaction, goals and 
expectations of self-efficiency, as well as role perceptions were named as antecedents of job 
satisfaction (Christen, Iyer, & Soberman, 2006).  Therefore how front-line hospitality 
employees’ perceive collaboration and value creation between the customers and company can 
affect their job satisfaction. Traditionally, job satisfaction is measured as a degree and examined 
using multiple dimensions. For example, job satisfaction can be measured based on different 
elements of a job and weighted based on degree of importance (Spector, 1997). 
In hospitality and tourism job satisfaction has been measured either based on general or 
specific dimensions (Jang & George, 2012).  The Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) 
short version was utilized to measure job satisfaction of restaurant employees (Hancer & George, 
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2003).  It was found that rewards had the lowest job satisfaction mean score while job security 
had the highest influence on job satisfaction. Work performance was positively and significantly 
related to job satisfaction of Macao’s casino hotel employees (Gu & Sin, 2009).  In the same 
study training opportunities, rewards and co-worker support were positive drivers of job 
satisfaction.  
The service-profit chain framework was utilized in a study of satisfaction for both 
customers and employees of three- and four- star hotels in five distinct destinations (Chi & 
Gursoy, 2009).  In general, the service-profit chain postulates that when employees feel that the 
company fulfills employee expectations, they feel satisfied with their jobs, serve customers better 
exceeding their expectations, which in turn creates satisfied customers, leading to improved 
organizational outcomes (Heskett, Sasser, & Schlesinger, 1997).  In a study of hotel employees 
and customers, customer satisfaction was determined to have a direct, significant and positive 
impact on financial performance of the service provider (Chi & Gursoy).  Employee satisfaction 
had an indirect relationship with financial performance mediated by customer satisfaction. 
Overall, studies suggest a positive and significant relationship between customer and employee 
satisfaction (Matzler & Renzl, 2007). 
Organizational Outcomes: Service Advantage. 
Service advantage, as an organizational outcome, is defined as the level of the firm’s 
customer leadership in service, experience and solutions, in comparison to compatible 
competitors (De Brentani, 1989).  Service advantage also refers to a service provider that was 
able to reach a specific market as a result of its value proposition offer and service delivery (Yao 
& Liu, 2005).  It was noted that service advantage could have a larger role in customer decision-
making processes over price advantage (Javalgi, Cutler, & Winans, 2001).  
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Researchers suggest that in order to build and maintain service advantage through value 
creation and collaboration, providers should strategically focus on specific segments of 
customers, who are potentially open to co-creation (Edvardsson, Gustafsson, & Enquist, 2007).  
Furthermore it was recognized that the integration of relationship-based resources assists in 
creating a service advantage through co-production of value with and for customers (Richey, 
Tokman, & Dalela, 2010).  Service advantage plays an increasingly significant role in the 
innovation driven economy. Examining innovation in the service industry, researchers found that 
improved communications, management involvement, and sufficient resources, lead to 
improving new service advantage and reinforced service market performance (Santos-Vijande, 
López-Sánchez, & Rudd, 2016).  
Accordingly, it is believed that close collaboration with customers has a positive impact 
on service advantage (Carbonell & Rodriguez-Escudero, 2014) and service advantage as the 
result of new product product/service development leads to better market performance for the 
firm (Kaleka, 2011).  The direct effect of service advantage and speed-to-market from customer 
involvement and indirect positive effect of market performance was found in studies of various 
service companies (Carbonell, Rodriguez-Escudero, & Pujari, 2012).  Additionally the degree of 
relational closeness and individual characteristics of the customers (such as lead-user) played a 
significant role on innovativeness resulting in service advantage. Service advantage was found to 
have a mediating role between new services, speed to market, and market performance 
(Carbonell et al., 2012).  Positive relationships were identified between customers as an operant 
resource and service advantage, leading to improved market performance (Carbonell & 
Rodriguez-Escudero, 2014).  Research on Spanish service firm employees revealed that 
efficiently managing customer feedback had a positive effect on new product development 
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initiatives that impacted innovation and service advantage. Furthermore, it was noted that 
collaboration with customers reduced the negative effects of technological uncertainty and 
improved the relationship between information use and service advantage (Carbonell & 
Rodriguez-Escudero, 2014).  The results revealed that close involvement of customers in the new 
service development process had a positive direct effect on service advantage and speed to 
market.  
From the customer perspective gaining service advantage is the prime reason for most 
innovation initiatives (Kaleka, 2011).  Overall, creating and maintaining a competitive service 
advantage by developing capabilities, processes and integrating resources leads to improved 
company performance (Sirmon, Hitt, & Ireland 2007).  Therefore, service advantage perceptions 
from both customer and employee sides can serve as an indicator and a consequence of customer 
acceptance of value propositions and collaboration with front-line employees. 
Research Hypotheses 
This research is proposing a different way to evaluate value proposition through customer 
acceptance. Specifically by evaluating how customers accept value propositions offered by 
different service providers based on their cognitive, behavioral, normative and emotional 
acceptance. This research also offers a deeper understanding on why customers accept value 
propositions based on their self-determination factors of autonomy, competence and relatedness. 
Furthermore, this research intends to examine the collaborative components of value 
propositions through simultaneous inspection of two domains: customers and employees and 
their interactions.  
Based on the literature review and conceptual framework a three-study format is 
proposed. Study 1 examines customer value proposition acceptance; Study and Study 3 explores 
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customer and employee self-determination and collaboration impact on co-created value and 
outcomes of value position acceptance using independent and additive self-determination factors. 
The Study 2 design will depend on Study 1 findings, as well as Study 3 design will depend on 
Study 2 findings. Accordingly the hypothesis development based on three proposed studies is 
presented below. 
Study 1 Customer Acceptance 
Hypothesis testing in Study 1 is centered on examining the relationship between value 
proposition types (innovation, marketing, production and recovery) and customer value 
proposition acceptance and motivation to accept. The effect of different business models 
(traditional, collaborative and shared) is examined along with the generational influence on value 
proposition acceptance and perceptions of business models (Figure 11). 
 
Figure 11. Conceptual framework tested in Study 1. 
The impact of various forms of acceptance on organizational, collaborative and personal 
outcomes will be explored. The examination of directionality of the hypotheses in Study 1 is 
used to identify the conditions for testing in Study 2.  Therefore:   
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H1: Customers will have significantly different levels of acceptance of value propositions 
across the four types of value propositions. 
H2: Customers will have significantly different levels of acceptance of value propositions 
across three business models. 
H2a: Customers will have positive and significantly higher level of acceptance of shared 
business model value proposition when compared to traditional value proposition. 
H2b: Customers will have no significant difference in levels of acceptance of shared and 
collaborative value propositions. 
H3: There will be significant interaction effects between business models and four types 
of value propositions on levels of acceptance.  
H4: Customers will have significantly different strength of extrinsic and intrinsic 
motivation across four types of value propositions. 
H5: Customers will have significantly different strength of extrinsic and intrinsic 
motivation across three business models. 
H6: There will be significant interaction effects between business models and four types 
of value propositions on strength of motivation. 
H7: There will be significant differences in strength of motivation for each business 
model. 
H7a: Intrinsic motivation will have the most strength for each business model. 
H8: Membership in generational cohorts serves a moderating role of customers’ levels of 
acceptance across four types of value propositions and three business models. 
H9: Customers’ levels of acceptance serve as a mediator between value propositions 
offered by service providers and organizational and personal outcomes.  
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Study 2: Customer and Employee Self-Determination (independent) 
Based on the results of Study 1, hypothesis testing in Study 2 will be centered on 
examining two domains: customers and front-line employees (Figure 12). Specifically, the 
relationship between accepted value proposition types (innovation, marketing, production and 
recovery) and appraisal of co-created value and organizational, collaborative and personal 
outcomes will be examined. Furthermore, the impact of generational cohort membership on both 
customers and employees will be tested. Customer and employee self-determination factors will 
be manipulated and their effects on co-created value and outcomes examined. In Study 2 self-
determination factors operationalized as commitment to resources (autonomy), feedback 
(competence), and collectives (team) will be tested independently. Based on the previous 
research of SDT relationships between variables, three self-determination needs will be explored 
as conditions independent of each other, testing just effects of autonomy or competence or 
relatedness on dependent variables (Hagger et al., 2015).  
 
Figure 12. Conceptual framework tested in Study 2. 
 
111 
The impact of various forms of co-created value appraisal by both customers and 
employees on collaborative and personal outcomes will be explored. The examination of 
directionality of the hypotheses in Study 2 is used to identify the conditions for testing in Study 
3. Therefore:
H10: Customers and employees will have significantly different appraisal of five 
dimensions of co-created value across the four types of value propositions.  
H11: Members of different generations will have significantly different appraisal of five 
dimensions co-created value across the four types of value propositions. 
H12: Customers will have significantly different appraisal of five dimensions of co-
creation value across on three factors of self-determination. 
H12a: Customers with strong commitment to resources will have higher co-created value 
appraisal across five dimensions. 
H12b: Customers with positive feedback provided by the service provided will have 
higher co-created value appraisal across five dimensions. 
H12c: Customers participating in team-collaboration will have higher co-created value 
appraisal across five dimensions. 
H13: Employees will have significantly different appraisal of five dimensions of co-
creation value across on three factors of self-determination. 
H13a: Employees with strong commitment to resources will have higher co-created value 
appraisal across five dimensions. 
H13b: Employees offering positive feedback to the customers will have higher co-created 
value appraisal across five dimensions. 
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H13c: Employees participating in team-collaboration will have higher co-created value 
appraisal across five dimensions. 
H14: Appraisal of co-created value serves as a mediator between value propositions 
offered by service providers and organizational, collaborative and personal outcomes. 
H15: Customers, who accepted the collaborative business model with strong self-
determination factors, will have no differences with customers, who accepted traditional business 
model, across three dimensions of self-determination motivation. 
H16: Customers, who accepted the collaborative business model with strong self-
determination factors, will have differences with customers, who accepted the traditional 
business model, in value justification. 
H16a: Collaborative customers will have higher valuation of propositions. 
H17: Customers, who accepted collaborative business model with strong self-
determination factors, will have differences with customers, who accepted traditional business 
model, across wellbeing, satisfaction and competitive advantage perceptions.   
H17a: Collaborative customers will have higher levels of wellbeing, satisfaction 
and competitive advantage perceptions.   
H18: Employees, who are involved in collaborative business model with strong self-
determination factors, will have no difference with employees, who are involved in traditional 
business model, across three dimensions of self-determination motivation. 
H19: Employees, who accepted the collaborative business model with strong self-
determination factors, will have differences with customers, who accepted the traditional 
business model, in value justification. 
H19a: Collaborative customers will have higher valuation of propositions. 
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H20: Employees, who are involved in collaborative business model with strong self-
determination factors, will have differences with employees, who are involved in traditional 
business model, across wellbeing, job satisfaction and competitive advantage perceptions.   
H20a: Collaborative employees will have higher levels of wellbeing, job 
satisfaction and competitive advantage perceptions.   
Study 3: Customer and Employee Self-Determination (additive) 
Based on previous research conducted when testing SDL components, the additive 
approach to need-satisfaction is a focus of Study 3. It was suggested that autonomy, competence 
and relatedness effects on outcomes are stronger when individuals have an opportunity to satisfy 
their needs in two or three factors simultaneously (Dysvik et al., 2013).  Interestingly, 
researchers believe that the need of autonomy perhaps has the strongest impact, followed by 
competence (Sheldon & Filak, 2008).  Therefore, the argument can be made that when 
individuals (customers and employees) have an opportunity to satisfy all three needs, it may lead 
to the strongest outcomes for all parties involved. However it also can be proposed that 
individuals will experience elevated outcomes when among other factors, they have an 
opportunity to satisfy the need for autonomy.  
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Figure 13. Conceptual framework tested in Study 3. 
Thus, based on the findings of Study 2, Study 3 will be centered on examining additive 
effects of self-determination components on variables presented in Study 2 (Figure 13).  The 
hypotheses are proposed as follows: 
H21: Customers and employees will have significantly different appraisal of five 
dimensions of co-created value across additive factors of self-determination. 
H22: When compared to strong independent factors of self-determination, additive 
factors of self-determination lead to significantly stronger impact on customers’ motivation, co-
created value appraisal, wellbeing, satisfaction and service advantage perceptions.  
H23: When compared with traditional business model, collaborative model’s additive 
factors of self-determination lead to significantly stronger impact on customers’ motivation, 
perceived value appraisal, satisfaction, competitive advantage, and wellbeing. 
H24: When compared to strong independent factors of self-determination, additive 
factors of self-determination lead to significantly stronger impact on employee’s motivation, co-
created value appraisal, wellbeing, satisfaction and service advantage perceptions.  
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H25: When compared with traditional business model, collaborative model’s additive 
factors of self-determination lead to significantly stronger impact on employee’s motivation, 
perceived value appraisal, satisfaction, competitive advantage, and wellbeing. 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH METHODS 
Three experiments using an online scenario-based approach were conducted to test the 
hypotheses. All studies had a mixed factorial experimental design including between-within 
subjects. The findings of each study were incorporated into the design of the following study. 
This chapter first starts by presenting an overview of sampling, procedure, manipulation checks, 
pilot testing and design that are utilized in all three studies. Further the specific study-design, 
stimulus and measures for each of the three experiments are described. The statistical analysis 
procedures are proposed.    
Sampling  
Participants for all three studies were recruited through Qualtircs, Inc., a provider of 
market research services and platforms, such as online data collection and management of 
respondents. Equal quota sampling based on three generations was requested. Subjects 
represented: Baby Boomers (born 1964 and earlier), Generation Xers (born between 1965 and 
1980) and Millennials (born between 1981 and 2000). Only individuals 18 years old or older 
with a hotel-stay experience within the last 12 months were invited to participate. The number of 
respondents differed for each study based on the particular study design.  
Procedure 
Email-invitations to participate in the study with a link to the online survey were sent to 
the US-based online panel. In the beginning of the survey, respondents were asked to read and 
accept or reject the Informed Consent form. If the Informed Consent form was accepted, 
respondents were asked three screener questions. In particular, (1) they were asked to confirm 
that they were 18 years or older (2) they had reserved a hotel stay and (3) stayed at least one 
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night at the hotel. Qualified respondents were asked two filter questions: (1) to identify what year 
they were born and (2) if they own and use a smartphone. Based on the filter questions they will 
be assigned to the (1) generational quota and (2) scenario with or without the use of smartphone 
mobile app.  Only respondents with smartphones were assigned to the conditions requiring 
knowledge and skill in using mobile technology. In addition for Study 2 and 3 a third filter 
question was added to determine if the respondent worked in the service industry. Only the 
respondents with the service experience were assigned to an employee condition in Study 2 and 
3.  
The participants, representative of three generations, were randomly but equally assigned 
a scenario-condition, as specified for each study. After reading through the scenario, participants 
were asked to acknowledge their understanding of the scenario.  Questions based on 
manipulation checks were presented on the following page. After manipulation checks were 
answered, respondents moved to the next page with the measures for the dependent variables. 
The survey concluded with demographics questions and “Thank you for your participation” 
page. 
Manipulation Checks 
After reading each scenario, respondents were asked the manipulation check questions to 
ensure that the scenario reflected the intended purposes: realism and customers’ ability to 
participate. For example, in Study 1, the level of scenario realism were checked as follows: “On 
the scale from 1 (no extend) to 10 (full extend), please rate to what extent this scenario represents 
a realistic offer you might see or read from a hospitality provider.” The customers’ perception of 
their ability to perform and participate in the service provider’s offer based on their skills and 
physical abilities were checked by posing the following question: “On the scale from 1 (no 
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extend) to 10 (full extend) please rate to what extent this you are able to carry out (execute) the 
service provider’s offer.” Further, manipulation checks verifying conditions tested in each study 
were asked. 
Pilot Testing 
Scenarios used in each study were pre-tested to ensure proper manipulations were used to 
test the hypotheses.  Respondents for pilot testing were recruited through Qualtrics Inc. The same 
criteria were used to qualify the respondents for pilot testing: at least 18 years old or older, 
reserved and stayed at the hotel within the last 12 months. Mean scores and analysis of variance 
(ANOVA) were used to evaluate the results. 
Design  
In this section the design of experiment is presented. First, the design elements identical 
for each study are described. Next, the design specific to each of three studies is discussed. This 
research is using a three-study approach, where findings of the initial experiment are 
incorporated into the design of next experiment as follows: the business model resulted in the 
highest degree of customer acceptance identified in Study 1 will be tested in Study 2, and used 
either as a control condition, in the case of traditional or shared business models, or the main 
focus of the study, in the case of collaborative business model; independent self-determination 
factors with the significant impact on outcome variables identified in Study 2 will be tested as 
additive self-determination factors in Study 3.  
The scenario-based approach is consistent with studies exploring causal relationships in 
hospitality consumer behavior (Wang & Mattila, 2013), collaboration, value co-creation (Xu et 
al., 2014), and online reviews (Book, Tanford, Montgomery, & Love, 2015).  The scenario-based 
approach enables operationalizing difficult manipulations, such as collaborative interactions and 
119 
eliminating biases often associated with memory recall and self-reports of actual experiences 
(Smith, Bolton, & Wagner, 1999).  Although common in behavioral research, the external 
validity of experimental designs is sacrificed in order to achieve controlled conditions of the 
experiment increasing internal validity (Wickens & Keppel, 2004).  
Generational differences (Baby Boomers, Generation X, and Millennials) were examined 
in, and four types of value propositions (innovation, marketing, production, recovery) were 
tested Study 1 and Study 2. Collaboration perceptions of customers and employees were 
explored only in Study 2 and Study 3. Motivation, based on SDT was examined in all three 
studies. Dependent and independent variables tested in Study 2 were the same as dependent and 
independent variables tested in Study3.  
Travel to a vacation destination was chosen as the overarching context for all three 
studies. This context allows for various types of value propositions to be explored within one 
environment to ensure ecological validity of the study. Hypothetical scenarios depicting the four 
types of value propositions were used for this study: new dinner menu (innovation), destination 
video (marketing), a customized vacation itinerary (production), and destination review 
(recovery). All four situations are likely to occur within one vacation experience. In this study, 
customers were prompted that they were capable of performing the travel experiences depicted 
in the scenarios. In the Study 1, the four types of value propositions were described as value 
proposition offers from the service provider to the customer with an open invitation to accept it. 
The offers are depicted in the neutral tone as open to everybody to participate, none of the offers 
have the marketing stimuli of “call to action” and deadline for making a decision. In the Study 2 
and Study 3, respondents were informed that they decided to accept the value proposition from a 
service provider.  
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The scenario focused on service innovation, a value proposition at the point of value 
creation, was based on a Food and Beverage (F&B) offering of a holiday dinner. F&B was 
chosen as the context for innovation since preparing a meal and experimenting with the food 
ingredients was deemed within the capabilities of the average traveler. The manipulation check 
to verify the innovation value proposition will be displayed as follows: “On the scale from 1 (no 
extend) to 10 (full extend), please rate to what extent this scenario represents an offer about new 
product or service.”   
The scenario describing creation of marketing, a value proposition at the point of value 
exchange, was based on customers creating a short video describing their favorite Destination 
experiences using a smartphone. The starting point for this scenario was existing marketing 
contests offered by Starbucks and Dunkin Donuts in creating videos about the first Starbucks cup 
experience and promoting new drinks for Dunkin Donuts. The existing contests were used to 
ensure the ecological validity of the manipulation. The manipulation check to verify the 
marketing value proposition will be displayed as follows: “On the scale from 1 (no extend) to 10 
(full extend), please rate to what extent this scenario represents an offer about marketing or 
advertising.” 
The scenario focused on production of service, a value proposition at the point of value-
in-use, was based on concierge services offered to customize customers’ experiences at the 
Destination. This scenario was chosen to immerse the customers in a simulated real situation 
experience of personalizing their vacation by working with a professional. On the other hand, the 
shared business models also exist offering instantaneous recommendations through a smartphone 
based on the individuals’ interests. The manipulation check to verify the production value 
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proposition will be displayed as follows: “On the scale from 1 (no extend) to 10 (full extend), 
please rate to what extent this scenario represent an offer about customer experience.” 
The scenario focused on co-recovery of service failure, a value proposition at the point of 
value-in-context, was based on a satisfaction survey emailed to the guest after departing the 
Destination. This vignette was chosen based on the normative practice offered by both traditional 
and shared service providers. Overall this scenario falls into the reputation management sphere 
of recovery corresponding with value-in-context. The manipulation check to verify the recovery 
value proposition will be displayed as follows:  “On the scale from 1 (no extend) to 10 (full 
extend), please rate to what extent this scenario represents an offer to provide feedback and 
complaint.” 
Study 1 
The aims of Study 1 was (1) to examine what value propositions appeal more to 
customers, (2) how customers accept value propositions, and (3) to explore why customers 
accept value propositions. The experiment in Study 1 was designed to examine hypotheses 1 
through 9, using a 3 x 3 x 4 factorial between-within subjects design. Independent variables for 
this study were: 3 Generations (Baby Boomers, Generation X, Millennials), 3 Business models 
(traditional, collaborative, shared), and 4 Value Proposition Types (innovation, marketing, 
production, recovery) N=180.  Dependent variables used in Study 1 were four components of 
acceptance: cognitive, behavioral, normative and emotional, motivation based on the SDT 
motivation-continuum, two domains of outcomes: organizational, operationalized as competitive 
service advantage, and personal, operationalized as well-being.  
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Stimulus. 
Scenarios for Study 1 were created to reflect a combination of a business model and a 
type of value proposition in one vignette to reduce the time necessary for respondents to 
participate in the study. The business service provider models for this study were operationalized 
as traditional, collaborative and shared. The traditional service provider is defined as a 
Destination Resort, which includes features such as rooms, restaurants, pools, spas, retail, 
entertainment, landscaped gardens, as well as services, such as front desk, guest relations, 
concierge, valet, housekeeping, dining services, health services, maintenance, catering and 
events. Also traditional offers opportunities to reserve vacation packages: (1) in person and by 
phone; (2) through a travel agency; (3) online travel agency booking (e.g., Expedia.com, 
Hotels.com, Travelocity.com), and by booking at brand.com. Collaborative business model 
mirrors the traditional business model service provider in features and services. However, this 
business model included a strong customer orientation of both management and front-line 
employees, providing opportunities, resources and platforms for customers to be involved in co-
creation of experiences. Shared service providers are referred to as peer-to-peer service exchange 
partners, which offer collaborative consumption opportunities through the utilization of idle 
resources enabled by online/mobile virtual platforms and instant access to resources. Participants 
exposed to shared business model conditions are prompted with a specific sharing economy 
virtual platform, such as EatWith, YouTube, FieldTrip, and AirBnB. The brief description of 
each platform and mobile application is provided to ensure the ecological validity of the 
conditions.  
After the respondents acknowledge an understanding of the displayed scenario, business 
model manipulation checks were presented as follows:  
  
123 
 
Traditional: “On the scale from 1 (no extend) to 10 (full extend), please rate to what 
extent this scenario represents an offer from a traditional service provider.” 
Collaborative: “On the scale from 1 (no extend) to 10 (full extend), please rate to what 
extent this scenario represents an offer to participate in collaboration between customers and a 
service provider.” 
Shared: “On the scale from 1 (no extend) to 10 (full extend), please rate to what extent 
this scenario represents an offer to participate in collaboration from customer-to-customer.” 
Measures. 
After the manipulation checks questions related to the dependent variables were 
presented. To test the dimensions of self-determination motivation a 15-item scale will be 
adapted from Gagné, Forest, Vansteenkiste, Crevier-Braud, Van den Broeck, Aspeli, Bellerose, 
Benabou, Chemolli, & Güntert, (2015).  A-motivation was not tested. For cognitive acceptance, 
the 4-item trust scale was adapted from Tax, Brown, & Chandrashekaran (1998) and Pavlou 
(2003) and the 4-item commitment scale was adapted from Jahn and Kunz (2012).  To test 
behavioral acceptance, willingness-to-participate with the service provider Huang, Pennington-
Gray, Ko, and Thapa (2010) 3-item scale was adapted; the 4-item word-of-mouth intention scale 
was adapted from Huggins, Holloway and White (2013) and the 6-items electronic WOM scale 
was adapted from Swenson (2014); 5-item purchase intention scale was adapted from Baker and 
Churchill (1977) and Escobar-Rodríguez and Carvajal-Trujillo (2014). To test normative 
acceptance legitimacy scale was adapted from Chung, Berger and DeCoster (2015), and 
willingness-to-comply scale from Bearden, Netemeyer and Teel (1989).  To test emotional 
acceptance, the 5-item attitude toward offer scale was adapted from Ellen, Mohr, and Webb 
(2000). Further, outcome measures were presented to respondents. To test customers’ 
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perceptions of organizational outcomes, a three-item service advantage scale from Carbonell and 
Rodriguez-Escudero (2014) was used. To examine the effect on customer personal outcomes a 7-
item wellbeing scale by Stewart-Brown, Tennant, Tennant, Platt, Parkinson, and Weich (2009) 
was adopted. All items were measured on a Likert-type 7-point scale from “strong disagree” to 
“strongly agree”. A ten-point semantic differential scale were utilized to measure attitudes 
toward the value proposition offer.  
Demographic questions included gender, age, marital status, children, ethnicity, 
education level, employment status, and annual household income. The full version of the 
questionnaire is presented in Appendix A. 
Pilot Testing. 
Two pilot tests were conducted to ensure the scenarios’ face validity. Each scenario was 
tested based on a 10-point scale, examining the face validity of the value propositions and 
business model clarity, realism of the scenario and the respondent’s ability to carry out the offer. 
Pilot 1 (N=45) and Pilot 2 (N=30) respondents were recruited through Qualtrics, Inc. and were at 
least 18 years old or older, reserved and stayed at a hotel within the last 12 months. The 
respondents were equally and randomly assigned to each business model to ensure 15 
respondents per condition. In Pilot 1 traditional, collaborative and shared models were pretested. 
In Pilot 2 only collaborative and shared model scenarios were examined to improve the results 
from Pilot 1.  
All means of four manipulation check questions in Pilot 1 displayed results above 6.5, 
which was established as a benchmark for this study. Two-way between-groups analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) was conducted to explore the realism perception of three business models 
and four value proposition scenarios. The interaction effect was not statistically significant, F 
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(6,168) = .58, p = .75. Further the two-way between groups ANOVA was conducted to explore 
the respondents’ perceptions of their ability to carry the service providers’ propositions and the 
business models. The interaction effect was not statistically significant as well, F (6,168) = .09, p 
= .35. Therefore, the various business models scenarios and the value proposition offers were 
perceived equally realistic and respondents equally were able to carry out the offers. Overall, in 
Pilot 1 the realism of scenarios and ability to carry on the offers were above the benchmark 
(Mrealism = 7.87 (SD=2.19); Mability = 8.14 (SD=1.98)) based on traditional, collaborative and 
shared models. 
However, after close examination, the innovation value proposition in the collaborative 
business model displayed a lower mean then the rest of the scenarios (M = 6.83), therefore the 
wording of the scenario was slightly changed to amplify the innovative offer, as follows: “The 
Restaurant Manager announced a contest for Resort guests to create a new dish based on a list 
of ingredients provided and to submit a recipe, that will be used for the Holiday Dinner Menu.”  
Furthermore, based on Pilot 1 results the decision was made to increase perceived realism of the 
shared business model value propositions, as the manipulation check means were between 6.8 
and 8.2, slightly lower than the other business models. For example, in the innovation scenario 
for shared business model the following statements was added to increase realism and 
respondents ability to carry on the offer: “While making plans for your Festive Holiday Dinner 
you read in a magazine about an app available for this Destination called EatWith (a Social 
Dining App***).” 
In the Pilot 2, only collaborative and shared model value propositions were tested. All 
manipulation check means were above the 6.5 benchmark. The ANOVA interaction effect 
between business models and value propositions on realism was not statistically significant, F 
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(3,112) = 1.44, p = .24. Further the two-way between groups ANOVA was conducted to explore 
the respondents’ perceptions of their ability to carry the service providers’ propositions and the 
business models. The interaction effect was not statistically significant as well, F (3,112) = .09, p 
= .24. Therefore, the various business model scenarios and the value proposition offers were 
perceived equally realistic and respondents equally were able to carry out the offers. The 
perceived innovativeness of the collaborative model offer proposition increased to M = 9.33. The 
shared model results also improved, showing means between 6.5 and 8.6. Overall, in Pilot 2 the 
realism of scenarios and ability to carry out the offers were above the benchmark (Mrealism = 7.67 
(SD=2.19); Mability = 7.66 (SD=2.29)) based on collaborative and shared models. Therefore, for 
both Pilot studies all of the scenarios were deemed representative of a designated business model 
and value proposition, as well as realistic with respondents capable to carry out the offer of the 
service provider. 
Study 2  
The purpose of Study 2 was to deepen understanding of what drives customers to accept 
value propositions from the service provider identified in Study 1: traditional business model 
value propositions, and what drives customers to participate in collaboration with the service 
provider. The impact of three main needs’ satisfaction (autonomy, competence, and relatedness) 
on value appraisal, outcomes from both customer and front-line employee standpoints were 
examined. Therefore Study 2 aimed to (1) examine the role of independent self-determination 
factors (SDT factors) and self-determination motivation (SDT motivation) that drives these 
factors, and (2) collaboration between customers and employees; (3) the effects on co-created 
value (CCV) appraisal and organizational, collaborative and personal outcomes; and (4) to 
compare the results of collaboration between customers and employees to the traditional business 
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model customers’ outcomes. Study 2 was designed to test hypotheses 10 through 20 and is sub-
divided into three parts (A, B and C) using a 2 x 3 x 2 x 2 x 4 between-within factorial design (N 
=840):  
(Part A) Autonomy - between: 2 (collaborative vs. traditional) x between: 3 generations 
(Baby Boomers, Generation X, Millennials) x between: 2 (customers vs. employees) x between: 
2 (commitment to resources: strong/weak) x within: 4 (types of value proposition);  
(Part B) Competence - between: 2 (collaborative vs. traditional) x between: 3 generations 
(Baby Boomers, Generation X, Millennials) x between: 2 (customers vs. employees) x between: 
2 (feedback: positive / no) x within: 4 (types of value co-creation proposition); 
(Part C) Collectives - between: 2 (collaborative vs. traditional) x between: 3 generations 
(Baby Boomers, Generation X, Millennials) x between: 2 (customers vs. employees) x between: 
2 (collectives: team / individual) x within: 4 (types of value co-creation proposition); 
 In addition, in Study 2 a third filter question was added to determine if the respondent 
worked in the service industry. Only the respondents with the service experience were assigned 
to an employee condition in this study. Dependent variables used in Study 2 were SDT 
motivation, CCV for collaborative scenarios, broad perceived value measure for traditional 
business model scenarios, and measures of organizational, collaborative and personal outcomes.     
Stimulus.  
To test conditions in Study 2, respondents were asked to assume that they had decided to 
participate in collaboration with the service provider. Based on Study 1 results, the control group 
was identified as traditional business model. First, respondents were randomly and equally 
assigned to either collaborative or traditional business model. Four value propositions for each 
business model were tested: innovation, marketing, production, and recovery. Next, the 
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respondents were assigned to either customer or employee role. The respondents that worked in a 
service industry were asked to assume a position within the Resort as guest service 
representatives. Then, respondents who were randomly assigned to the collaborative model were 
presented with the second scenario representing the self-determination factor in a strong or weak 
condition as follows: 
Part A ”Autonomy”: Scenarios describing the autonomy condition, operationalized as 
commitment to resources. The strong condition represented affective and continuous 
commitment to operant resources such as time, skills and knowledge.  The weak condition had 
minimal commitment to operant resources. 
Part B “Competence”: The scenarios describing competences condition operationalized 
as feedback provided by the service provider to the customer. Strong condition represented a 
positive feedback-interaction initiated by a service provider about customers’ performance in 
value co-creation. Weak condition had no or neutral feedback from the employees to the 
customer. 
Part C “Relatedness”: The scenarios describing relatedness operationalized as a 
respondent’s participation in co-creation as a part of a collective or as a single individual. Strong 
condition was a customer or employee as a part of a team: friends/family or Resort team. Weak 
condition was described as an individual participate in collaboration.    
Two manipulation checks were performed. Following Study 1 format, after the first 
scenario describing the value proposition, the question was presented to the respondent to verify 
the value proposition type: innovation, marketing, production, and recovery. After the second 
scenario related to the SDT factor, the manipulation check verified the SDT and weak/strong 
condition as follows:  
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Part A (autonomy – commitment to resources):  
Employees: “On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what 
extent this scenario represents your commitment to time, skills, knowledge and overall 
effort invested in collaboration with the customers.” 
Customers: “On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what 
extent this scenario represents your commitment to time, skills, knowledge and overall 
effort invested in the project with the service provider.” 
Part B (competence – feedback):  
Employees: “On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what 
extent this scenario represents a positive feedback provided by you to customers about 
the progress of the collaborative project.” 
Customers: “On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what 
extent this scenario represents a positive feedback provided by the employees of the 
Resort to you about the progress of the collaborative project.” 
Part C (relatedness – collectives):  
Employees: “On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to 
what extent this scenario represents your involvement in the collaborative project with 
the customers as a part of the Resort-employee team.” 
Customers: “On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to 
what extent this scenario represents your involvement as a part of the team in the 
collaborative project with the Resort.” 
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Measures. 
After the manipulations checks were performed, questions related to dependent variables 
were presented. To test the dimensions of self-determination motivation a 15-item scale was 
adapted from Gagné et al. (2015). To test co-created value appraisal for collaborative business 
model the 25-item scale was adapted from Busser and Shulga (under review). The broad three-
item perceived value scale was adapted from Zeithaml (1988) and Cronin et al. (2000) to test 
value appraisal for both collaborative and traditional business models. Further, the statements 
measuring outcomes were presented to the respondents. To test customers’ and employees’ 
perceptions of organizational outcomes, a three-item service advantage scale from Carbonell and 
Rodriguez-Escudero (2014) was used. To test collaborative outcomes a five-item customer 
satisfaction scale was adapted from Oliver (1999); and a four-item employee job satisfaction 
scale was adapted from Anderson, Coffey, and Byerly (2002).  To test personal outcomes a four-
item subjective wellbeing scale was adapted from (Kim et al. 2015).  All items were measured on 
a Likert-type 7-point scale from “strong disagree” to “strongly agree”. Demographic questions 
included gender, age, marital status, children, ethnicity, education level, employment status, and 
annual household income.  
Pilot Testing. 
Three pilot tests were conducted to ensure the scenarios’ face validity for both employees 
and customers and SDT factor-manipulations between strong and weak conditions. Each 
scenario was tested based on a 10-point scale, examining the face validity of the value 
propositions: innovation, marketing, production and recovery for collaborative and traditional 
business models. Strong versus weak conditions were manipulated and checked for autonomy, 
competence and relatedness. Pilot 1 (N=138), Pilot 2 (N=60), Pilot 3 (N=30) respondents were 
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recruited through Qualtrics, Inc. and were at least 18 years old or older, stayed at a hotel within 
the last 12 months. Only respondents with the experience working in service positions were 
assigned to the employee-related conditions. A minimum of 5 respondents per each condition 
was collected in each Pilot. In Pilot 1 respondents were randomly assigned to both traditional and 
collaborative models. Next, in the collaborative business models respondents were randomly 
assigned to autonomy, competence, and relatedness condition. Further, respondents were 
randomly assigned to strong or weak condition within each SDT factor.  
All means of the value proposition manipulation check questions in Pilot 1 displayed 
results above 6.5, which was established as a benchmark for this study. The employees and 
customers assigned to the traditional model evaluated all four value propositions above the 
benchmark: innovation (M employee=8.47; M customer=9.50), marketing (M employee=8.33; M 
customer=8.83), production (M employee=8.47; M customer=9.50), and recovery (M employee=8.87; M 
customer=8.50). Furthermore, the two-way between groups analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 
conducted to explore the difference between SDT strong and weak condition for collaborative 
business model. The differences between SDT factors strong and weak conditions for customers 
were non-significant: Fcustomer (1, 247) = 2.69, p = .10. However, for employees the difference 
was significant: Femployee (1, 219) = 5.71, p = .0.02. Nonetheless, the means of the SDT weak 
conditions on the scale from 1 to 10 were all 6.00 and above, which was considered higher than 
5.00, which was established as a benchmark for this study weak condition.   
As the results of Pilot 1 testing, traditional business model scenarios met the 
manipulation check benchmarks. However, the weak and strong scenarios for SDT manipulation 
scenarios required further revision.  In Pilot 2 only collaborative business model, three SDT 
factors and strong-weak conditions were pre-tested.  
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After close examination of the results for Pilot 1, it was decided to employ a two-screen 
presentation mode: present value proposition scenarios on the first screen and SDT factor 
scenarios on the next screen. Each scenario was followed by manipulation check questions on 
the same screen.  Furthermore, based on Pilot 1 results the decision was made to decrease the 
weak condition for the SDT factors both for employees and customers to achieve the benchmark 
of 5.00.  To achieve the goal the SDT weak condition were diverted to neutral. For example, for 
customer autonomy the weak condition was changed from: “You decided to participate in 
creating the Holiday dinner menu by submitting an Apple Pie recipe. You went online to 
Receipe.com, searched for apple pie recipes and chose the top rated one. You printed the recipe 
and submitted it to the Chef” to: “You decided to participate in creating the Holiday Dinner 
Menu by submitting an Apple Pie recipe. You printed the recipe and submitted it to the Chef.” 
In the Pilot 2, only collaborative business model SDT factor strong and weak conditions 
for both employees and customers were tested. All manipulation checks means for value 
propositions were above the 6.50 benchmark. The ANOVA main effect between strong and 
weak condition was conducted and it was significant for customers, F (1,115) = 8.19, p < 0.005. 
The strong condition means were all above 7.55 for all three SDT factors: autonomy, 
competence, and relatedness. However, in a weak condition only relatedness met the benchmark 
of 5.00, autonomy was M = 8.55 and competence was M =7.70, interaction effect between SDT 
conditions and value propositions was not statistically significant, F (3,112) = 1.44, p = .24. 
Further, the two-way between groups ANOVA was conducted to explore differences between 
strong and weak conditions for employees, no significant differences were detected: F (1, 123) = 
.11, p = .74. The strong SDT condition scenarios met the benchmark and the means were above 
8.50. However, the weak SDT condition scenarios were all higher than 5.00 benchmark, starting 
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at 7.20. Thus, the strong SDT scenarios were deemed acceptable. Nonetheless, the decision was 
to re-test the weak SDT scenarios and to change them back to the original full version with 2-
window presentation. For example, employee weak autonomy condition was changed from: 
“You were assigned to assist guests of the Resort, who decided to participate in creating a 
Holiday Dinner Menu. When guests came with questions you answered them” to “As the Guest 
Service Representative you were assigned to assist guests of the Resort, who decided to 
participate in creating a Holiday dinner menu. You read through the terms of the contest. When 
guests came with questions you answered them to the best of your ability. Whenever you did not 
know the answer you offered the guest to email the Restaurant Manager, who was ready to 
assist.” 
In the Pilot 3 only SDT weak condition scenarios were tested both for customers and 
employees. Consequently, the weak conditions manipulated in Pilot 3 were compared with the 
strong conditions from Pilot 2. The customer scenarios showed no significant differences 
between strong and weak conditions: F (1, 115) = .87. p = .35.  However, the employee 
condition showed significant differences between strong and weak conditions: F (1, 119) = 
17.26, p < 0.001, with competence scenarios reaching the benchmark of M = 5.00.  
After reviewing the results of three Pilot tests, scenarios were chosen that displayed the 
manipulations that achieved the benchmarks established for this study across all three tests. The 
traditional scenarios for both customers and employees were chosen from Pilot 1. The scenarios 
representing the strong condition of SDT factors for both customers and employees were chosen 
from Pilot 2. The scenarios representing the weak SDT conditions for customers were chosen 
from Pilot 2. The scenarios representing the weak SDT conditions for employees were chosen 
from Pilot 3. The two-screen scenario presentation format for collaborative business model was 
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chosen for the main study. The value propositions were displayed on one screen and the SDT 
manipulation was displayed on the second screen. To minimize the impact of acquiescence error 
four attention checks in total for each respondent were incorporated in the body of the study, one 
per each value proposition block. Respondents who did not pass the attention checks were screen 
out to the end of the survey. The final version of the questionnaire is presented in Appendix B.  
  
Study 3  
The purpose of Study 3 was to examine the additive effects of the factors of self-
determination in collaborative business model for both customers and employees on CCV 
appraisal, organizational, collaborative and personal outcomes, and to compare the results with 
the traditional business model outcomes. Based on Study 2 findings, the additive effects of the 
following SDT factors were tested: (1) autonomy and relatedness were identified as significantly 
affecting dimensions of CCV and outcomes; and (2) autonomy, competence and relatedness 
were identified as significantly affecting the factors of SDT motivation. In general, Study 3 
mirrored the design of Study 2 in terms of independent and dependent variables, procedures and 
measures. The difference was in the additive-nature of the SDT factors being examined. The 
impact of the additive nature of SDT collaborative scenarios was examined on the CCV 
appraisal, wellbeing, satisfaction and service advantage. The differences between collaborative 
additive and independent SDT factors were examined and then additive scenarios were compared 
with traditional business model outcomes.   
Therefore, Study 3 aimed to (1) examine the role of additive SDT factors and SDT 
motivation that drives these factors, (2) explore collaboration between customers and employees 
when additive factors are involved, (3) analyze the differences between independent and additive 
SDT factors impacts on outcomes for both customers and employees, and (4) study the 
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differences between additive SDT factors in collaborative and traditional business models for 
both customers and employees. Study 3 was designed to test hypotheses 21 through 25. The 
study is sub-divided into two parts (two-factor and three-factor) using a 2 x 2 x 3 (4) x 4 
between-within factorial design (N =240):  
Two-factor scenario: autonomy and relatedness - between: 2 (collaborative vs. 
traditional) x between: 2 (customers vs. employees) x between: 3 (additive vs. autonomy 
independent vs. relatedness independent) x within: 4 (types of value proposition);  
Three-factor scenario: autonomy, competence and relatedness - between: 2 (collaborative 
vs. traditional) x between: 2 (customers vs. employees) x between: 4 (additive vs. autonomy 
independent vs. competence independent vs. relatedness independent) x within: 4 (types of value 
proposition); 
Following Study 2 design, only the respondents with experience working in the customer 
service position were assigned to the employee role in Study 3. Dependent variables used in 
Study 3 were the same as in Study 2: SDT motivation, CCV for collaborative scenarios, broad 
perceived value measure, and measures of organizational, collaborative and personal outcomes.    
Stimulus. 
To test conditions in Study 3, first respondents were asked to assume that they had 
decided to participate in collaboration with the service provider. Same scenarios, representing 
value propositions, tested in Study 2 were utilized in Study 3. Next, the respondents were 
assigned either customer or employee role. The respondents who worked in a service industry 
were asked to assume a position within the Resort as guest service representatives assigned to 
collaborate with customers. Further, respondents were randomly and equally assigned to a two- 
or three-factor scenario representing additive SDT condition. Four value propositions for each 
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business model were tested: innovation, marketing, production, and recovery. The scenarios, 
representing additive SDT conditions were based on Study 2 SDT strong condition for 
autonomy, competence and relatedness. Scenarios for both employees and customers and are 
presented in full in Appendix C. In general scenarios for Study 3 indicated the following: 
Two-factor scenarios ”autonomy-relatedness”: scenarios described the strong autonomy 
and relatedness condition, operationalized as affective and continuous commitment to operant 
resources such as time, skills and knowledge and customer/employee involved in collaboration 
as a part of the team: friends/family or Resort Team.    
Three-factor scenarios “autonomy-competence-relatedness”: scenarios described the 
strong autonomy, competence and relatedness condition, operationalized as affective and 
continuous commitment to operant resources such as time, skills and knowledge, positive 
feedback initiated by the service provider to the customers, and customer/employee involved in 
collaboration as a part of the team: friends/family or Resort Team.    
Two manipulation checks were performed. Following Study 2 format, after the first 
scenario describing the value proposition, the question was presented to the respondent to verify 
the value proposition type: innovation, marketing, production, and recovery. After the second 
scenario related to the SDT factor, the same manipulation check used in Study 2 verified the 
SDT and strong conditions. In a two-factor scenario two manipulation check questions verified 
autonomy and relatedness condition. In a three-factor scenario three manipulation check 
questions verified autonomy, competence, and relatedness conditions.  
Autonomy:  
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Employees: “On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what 
extent this scenario represents your commitment to time, skills, knowledge and overall 
effort invested in collaboration with the customers.” 
Customers: “On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what 
extent this scenario represents your commitment to time, skills, knowledge and overall 
effort invested in the project with the service provider.” 
Competence: 
Employees: “On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what 
extent this scenario represents a positive feedback provided by you to customers about 
the progress of the collaborative project.” 
Customers: “On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what 
extent this scenario represents a positive feedback provided by the employees of the 
Resort to you about the progress of the collaborative project.” 
Relatedness: 
Employees: “On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to 
what extent this scenario represents your involvement in the collaborative project with 
the customers as a part of the Resort-employee team.” 
Customers: “On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to 
what extent this scenario represents your involvement as a part of the team in the 
collaborative project with the Resort.” 
Measures. 
After the manipulation checks were performed, questions related to dependent variables 
were presented. The same scales used in Study 2 were utilized in Study 3. To test the dimensions 
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of self-determination motivation a 15-item scale was adapted from Gagné et al. (2015). To test 
co-created value appraisal for collaborative business model the 25-item scale was adapted from 
Busser and Shulga (under review). The broad three-item perceived value scale was adapted from 
Zeithaml (1988) and Cronin et al. (2000) to test value appraisal for both collaborative and 
traditional business models. Further, the statements measuring outcomes were presented to the 
respondents. To test customers’ and employees’ perceptions of organizational outcomes, a three-
item service advantage scale from Carbonell and Rodriguez-Escudero (2014) was used. To test 
collaborative outcomes a five-item customer satisfaction scale was adapted from Oliver (1999); 
and a four-item employee job satisfaction scale was adapted from Anderson et al. (2002).  To test 
personal outcomes a four-item subjective wellbeing scale was adapted from (Kim et al. 2015).  
All items were measured on a Likert-type 7-point scale from “strongly disagree” to “strongly 
agree”. Demographic questions included gender, age, marital status, children, ethnicity, 
education level, employment status, and annual household income.  
Pilot Testing.  
Since essentially the scenarios for Study 3 consisted of the scenarios used in Study 2, 
formal pilot testing for Study 3 was not performed. However, four attention checks for each 
respondent were retained and enforced using the reversed coded-item in the wellbeing scale, 
such as: “I hate my life.” Respondents, who answered this question in the same way as the 
positive statements were filtered out (n = 25) and replaced. Furthermore, respondents who 
evaluated the innovation value proposition scenario below 5 and showed 70% or more straight-
line responses were filtered out and replaced (n = 4).  
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Overview of Analysis 
Study 1 
IBM SPSS 22.0 statistical software package was utilized to perform the analysis for 
Study 1. In this study the independent variables were four types of value propositions, three 
business models and three generational cohorts. The dependent variables were three types of 
self-determination motivation, four dimensions of acceptance and two outcomes: personal and 
organizational. The data analysis was based on three separate sets of dependent variables: 
motivation, acceptance and process outcomes. To measure the scales reliability Cronbach’s 
alphas were examined. Manipulation checks were performed and analyzed.   
To test H1 a separate within-subjects repeated measures ANOVA (analysis of variance) 
was conducted on each of the dimensions of acceptance: cognitive, behavioral, normative and 
emotional acceptance to examine the differences in levels of acceptance of four value 
propositions: innovation, marketing, experience, and recovery. To assess hypotheses H2, H2a, 
and H2b between-subjects MANOVA (multivariate analysis of variance) was performed on each 
of the dimensions of acceptance and three business models: traditional, collaborative, and shared. 
To test hypothesis H3 a between-within subjects ANOVA was performed to examine the 
interaction effects between three business models and four types of value propositions on levels 
of acceptance. Based on the equal-cells design and analysis assumptions, post-hoc analysis to 
conduct pairwise comparisons was performed using Tukey’s SD procedure. 
For H4 and H5 the continuum from extrinsic to intrinsic motivation was examined. To 
start the analysis exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed first to examine the factors of 
the SDT motivation. Based on the results of EFA three motivation dimensions were determined. 
Further, the analysis was based on three dependent motivation variables that emerged from an 
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EFA. To test H4 a separate within-subjects repeated measures ANOVA was conducted on each 
of the dimensions of SDT motivation: extrinsic, identified extrinsic, and intrinsic to examine the 
differences in levels of motivation of four value propositions: innovation, marketing, experience, 
and recovery.  To examine H5 between-subject MANOVA was performed on each dimension on 
SDT motivation and three business models: traditional, collaborative, and shared. To test 
hypothesis H6 and H7 a between-within subjects ANOVA was conducted to examine the 
interaction effects between three business models and four types of value propositions on each 
dimension of SDT motivation. Based on the equal-cells design and analysis of assumption, post-
hoc analysis to conduct pairwise comparisons was performed using Tukey’s SD procedure. 
Hayes (2013) PROCESS Model analysis was utilized to test H8 and H9.  To test H8 
moderation properties of business models and generational cohorts between value propositions 
and dimensions of acceptance, Hayes Conceptual Model 2 was used (Figure 14). To test H9 
mediation properties of dimensions of acceptance between value propositions and each outcome 
variable: wellbeing and service advantage, Hayes Conceptual Model 6 was utilized (Figure 15). 
To test both hypotheses 1,000 bootstrapping procedure was applied.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 14. PROCESS Model 2 to test H8 moderation effects of business models and generations.  
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Study 2 
 
Figure 15. PROCESS Model 6 to test H9 mediation effect of acceptance. 
Study 2 
IBM SPSS 22.0 and AMOS 22.0 statistical software packages were utilized to perform 
the analysis for Study 2. In this study the independent variables were four types of value 
propositions, three generational cohorts, two roles: customers and employees, two business 
models: collaborative and traditional, three SDT factors, and two SDT strength conditions: 
strong and weak. The dependent variables were five dimensions of co-created value, three types 
of self-determination motivation, perceived value, and three outcomes: personal, organizational 
and joint. The data analysis was based on three separate sets of dependent variables: value, 
motivation and outcomes. To measure the scales reliability confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 
was performed. Manipulation checks were completed and analyzed.   
To test H10 a separate between-within subjects repeated measures ANOVA (analysis of 
variance) was conducted on each of the dimensions of co-created value: meaningfulness, 
collaboration, contribution, recognition, and affective response to examine the differences in 
levels of acceptance of four value propositions: innovation, marketing, experience, and recovery. 
To assess H11 between-within subjects ANOVA was performed to test interaction effects 
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between four types of value propositions and three generations (Baby Boomers, Generation X, 
and Millennials) on each of the dimensions of co-created value. To test H12 (a-c) and H13 (a-c) 
a separate between subjects MANOVA (multivariate analysis of variance) for customers and 
employees were performed to examine the interaction effects between three factors of SDT: 
autonomy, competence and relatedness, strong and weak condition on five dimensions of CCV. 
Based on the equal-cells design and analysis assumptions, post-hoc analysis to conduct pairwise 
comparisons was performed using Tukey’s SD procedure. 
For H14 the mediation effect of CCV was examined between the value propositions and 
outcome variables: wellbeing, satisfaction and service advantage. Partial-least squares structural 
equation modeling (PLS-SEM) was used to test of mediation of CCV on the outcome variables. 
The model is presented in Figure 16. 
To test H15 and H18 separate between-subjects MANOVAs for customers and 
employees were conducted to test differences between traditional and collaborative business 
models on self-determination motivation factors. Both strong and weak conditions of SDT in 
collaborative models were examined. Further to test H16, H16a and H19, H19a a separate 
between-subjects ANOVA(s) for customers and employees were performed to examine 
differences between traditional and collaborative business models on perceived value appraisal. 
Finally, to test H17, H17a and H20, H20a a separate between-subjects MANOVAs for customers 
and employees were conducted to analyze the differences between traditional and collaborative 
business models on wellbeing, satisfaction and service advantage perceptions.  
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Figure 16. PLS-SEM Model of CCV mediation effect between value propositions and outcomes. 
Study 3 
IBM SPSS 22.0 and SmartPLS 3.2.6 statistical software packages were utilized to 
perform the analysis for Study 3. In this study the independent variables were collaborative: 
additive, collaborative: independent-strong and traditional interactions among customers and 
employees. The dependent variables were five dimensions of CCV, three types of SDT 
motivation, perceived value, and three outcomes: personal, organizational and mutual. The data 
analysis was based on two separate sets of independent variables: additive versus independent 
factors of SDT in collaborative business model interactions, and traditional versus collaborative 
business model interactions. To measure scale reliability and discriminant validity partial least 
squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) was performed. Manipulation checks were 
completed and analyzed.   
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To test H21 a combined between subjects MANOVA (multivariate analysis of variance) 
was conducted on each of the dimensions of co-created value: meaningfulness, collaboration, 
contribution, recognition, and affective response to examine the differences in value appraisal of 
three-factor and two-factor SDT models. Both main and interaction effects were examined.  
Hypotheses 22, 23, 24, and 25 were tested using PLS-SEM. First a separate model for 
customers and employees including all scenarios was examined (Figure 17). The path 
coefficients and variance explained was reviewed. Then, to measure the impact differences of 
various conditions the partial least squares multiple-group analysis (PLS-MGA) was conducted. 
The direct effects of differences between standardized path coefficients were analyzed to identify 
impacts of additive SDT factors versus independent SDT factors, and collaborative model SDT 
factors versus traditional business model. The path coefficients from SDT motivation 
dimensions: extrinsic, identified extrinsic, and intrinsic, on value, wellbeing, satisfaction and 
service advantage were examined separately for customers and employees. 
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Figure 17. PLS-SEM Model to test hypotheses in Study 3. 
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CHAPTER 4  
RESULTS 
In this chapter the results of three studies are presented based on the research methods 
discussed in the previous chapter. The findings are introduced in sequence of the studies 
conducted and based on the data analysis plan in Chapter 3. The results of each study are 
organized according to the research hypotheses put forward in Chapter 2.  
Study 1 
Demographics 
A generations-based quota sample was collected using Qualtrics, Inc panel of 
respondents. A total of 180 responses were achieved for further analysis. Using a 70% 
benchmark of straight-line responses across the total number of measurement scales, 23 original 
cases were replaced during the data collection phase. The demographics profile of respondents is 
presented in Table 2. The demographics questions were not mandatory and respondents had an 
opportunity to skip those questions, thus, the number of responses for each question varied. Baby 
Boomers, Generation X and Millennials were equally represented with 33.33% for each cohort. 
The majority of respondents were women (76.70%), white (81.70%), married (68.90%), with 
children (60.60%), with at least an undergraduate college degree or some college degree 
(65.00%), employed full-time (49.20%) and family income of $25,000 to $74,999 (45.60%).   
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Table 2 
Study 1 Sample Demographics 
    f % 
Gender 
   
 
Male 41 22.8 
 
Female 132 76.7 
Children 
   
 
Yes 109 60.6 
 
No 70 38.9 
Marital Status 
  
 
Married 124 68.9 
 
Living w/partner 42 23.3 
 
Single/Divorced/Separated 14 7.8 
Education 
   
 
High School or Less 27 15.0 
 
College Degree or Less 117 65.0 
 
Post Grad or Professional 
Degree 
35 19.4 
Ethnicity 
   
 
White 147 81.7 
 
African American 10 5.6 
 
Hispanic 8 4.4 
 
Asian 9 5.0 
 
Other 6 3.3 
Employment 
   
 
Full Time 88 49.2 
 
Part Time 20 11.2 
 
Retired 31 17.3 
 
Student 10 5.6 
 
Unemployed 12 6.7 
 
Other 18 10.0 
Household Income 
  
 
less than $24,999 14 7.8 
 
$25,000 to $49,999 46 25.6 
 
$50,000 to $74,999 36 20.0 
 
$75,000 to $99,999 23 12.8 
 
$100,000 to $149,999 33 18.3 
  $150,000 or more 18 10.0 
Note. N = 180. 
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Validity and Reliability 
Study 1 used a between-within subjects equal-cells experimental design. After identifying 
the generational cohort membership based on year of birth, respondents were randomly and 
equally assigned to one of three business model conditions. Further, respondents were randomly 
presented with one of four, value proposition scenarios followed by dependent variable 
measures. In total four value propositions were presented to each respondent. Each experimental 
cell had exactly 20 respondents meeting the recommended minimum cell size (Hair et al. 2010). 
Each scenario was followed by manipulation checks examining the business model, value 
proposition, and realism of each scenario and ability of the respondent to carry out the offer from 
the service provider, thus establishing the ecological validity of the experimental treatments. All 
scenarios met the mean benchmark of 6.5 established for this study (see Table 3). Therefore, the 
face validity of the scenarios was confirmed.  
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Table 3 
Study 1 Manipulation Checks 
Proposition Model Realism Ability 
Traditional Model 
Innovation 8.13 (1.93) 6.55 (2.59) 7.72 (1.93) 7.48 (1.94) 
Marketing 8.52 (1.67) 6.88 (2.32) 8.43 (1.61) 7.10 (2.39) 
Production 8.90 (1.95) 7.32 (2.48) 7.95 (2.34) 8.23 (2.08) 
Recovery 8.92 (1.51) 8.40 (2.01) 7.60 (2.19) 8.48 (1.79) 
Collaborative Model 
Innovation 7.37 (2.44) 8.48 (1.94) 6.62 (2.34) 6.85 (2.39) 
Marketing 8.43 (1.94) 8.00 (2.26) 6.83 (2.12) 6.72 (2.69) 
Production 8.77 (1.54) 8.53 (1.62) 7.98 (2.03) 8.22 (1.99) 
Recovery 8.55 (1.79) 7.88 (1.99) 7.32 (2.15) 8.07 (2.11) 
Shared Model 
Innovation 8.42 (1.64) 7.03 (2.46) 6.63 (2.24) 6.52 (2.34) 
Marketing 7.45 (2.24) 7.28 (2.38) 7.45 (1.87) 6.77 (2.19) 
Production 7.80 (2.14) 6.90 (2.45) 7.33 (2.11) 7.20 (2.28) 
Recovery 8.45 (2.15) 7.30 (2.44) 6.73 (2.44) 8.10 (1.92) 
The internal consistency and reliability of dependent variable multi-item measures was 
established using Cronbach’s alpha coefficients, with a benchmark of 0.70 established by Hair et 
al. (2010). All scales displayed acceptable levels of reliability (Table 4).    
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Table 4 
Reliability of Measures Adapted in Study 1 
Scale Adapted from Items Cronbach's α 
SDT Motivation Gagné et al., 2015 15 0.92 
Trust Tax et al., 1998 4 0.94 
Commitment Jahn & Kunz, 2012 4 0.90 
Willingness-to-
Participate 
Huang et al., 2013 
4 0.93 
Word-of-Mouth Huggins et al., 2013 4 0.96 
Electronic Word-of-
Mouth 
Swenson, 2014 
6 0.94 
Purchase Intention Baker & Churchill, 1977; Escobar-
Rodrigues & Carvajal-Trujillo, 2014 5 0.92 
Legitimacy Chung et al., 2015 5 0.91 
Willingness-to-Comply Bearden et al., 1989 4 0.86 
Attitude Ellen et al, 2000 7 0.98 
Wellbeing Stewart-Brown eta l., 2009 7 0.95 
Competitive Advantage Carbonell & Rodriguez-Escudero, 
2014 3 0.95 
Hypotheses Testing 
Study 1 examined customers’ motivation and levels of acceptance for four types of value 
proposition: innovation, marketing, production and recovery. Value propositions, was offered to 
customers by different service providers representing three business models: traditional, 
collaborative and shared. The study tested the moderation effect of generational cohorts on levels 
of acceptance. In addition, the mediation effect of acceptance was examined on personal and 
organizational outcomes: wellbeing and competitive advantage. Customer acceptance was 
operationalized as cognitive, behavioral, normative and emotional. Cognitive acceptance was 
determined as the mean of trust and commitment items. Behavioral acceptance was outlined as 
the mean of items measuring willingness-to-participate, word-of-mouth intention, electronic 
word-of-mouth intention and purchase intention. Normative acceptance was delineated as the 
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mean of legitimacy and willingness-to-comply with other consumer choice. Emotional 
acceptance was expressed as attitudes toward the value proposition.  
The data was examined for linearity, multivariate normality and presence of outliers 
based on Mahalanobis distance (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Although, overall four outliers 
were determined, the decision was made to retain the outliers for further analysis. Box’s Test of 
Equality of Covariance Matrices and Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances was 
performed and analyzed for each hypothesis test. Based on the equal-cell experimental design 
assumptions, no violations were detected using Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) suggested 
approaches. 
Levels of Acceptance. 
This section is organized based on the Hypotheses presented in Chapter 2 for Study 1 and 
dependent variables tested. It was hypothesized that different types of value propositions will 
have significantly different levels of acceptance. To test H1, one-way repeated measures 
ANOVA (analysis of variance) compared each level of acceptance for each of four types of 
value positions. There was a significant effect for cognitive acceptance, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.81, 
F (3,537) = 13.71, p < 0.0001, multivariate partial eta squared = 0.19. There was a significant 
effect for behavioral acceptance, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.80, F (3,537) = 12.56, p < 0.001, 
multivariate partial eta squared = 0.20. There was a significant effect for normative acceptance, 
Wilks’ Lambda = 0.92, F (3,537) = 5.21, p < 0.002, multivariate partial eta squared = 0.08. 
There was a significant effect for emotional acceptance, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.42, F (3,537) = 
95.94, p < 0.0001, multivariate partial eta squared = 0.58. Therefore, H1 is fully supported. 
Tukey’s HSD pairwise comparison of means revealed significant differences in levels of 
cognitive acceptance between innovation (M = 4.69, SD = 1.08) and production (M = 5.00, SD = 
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1.03) value propositions; between marketing (M = 4.58, SD = 1.14), production and recovery (M 
= 4.86, SD = 0.93) value propositions; and between marketing and recovery (see Figure 18). 
Post-hoc analysis of the levels of behavioral acceptance showed significant differences between 
innovation (M = 4.59, SD = 1.26), production (M = 4.95, SD = 1.28) and recovery (M = 4.82, 
SD = 1.01); marketing (M=4.53, SD = 1.28), production and recovery, production, innovation 
and marketing. The analysis of normative acceptance levels uncovered significant differences 
between innovation (M = 4.48, SD = 1.07) and production (M = 4.67, SD = 1.01); marketing (M 
= 4.46, SD = 1.15) and production. Comparison between types of value propositions on levels of 
emotional acceptance revealed significant differences between innovation (M = 4.48, SD = 
1.06), marketing (M = 6.65, SD = 2.59), production (M = 7.32, SD = 2.59) and recovery (M = 
6.87, SD = 2.55). 
a. Cognitive b. Behavioral c. Normative d. Emotional
Figure 18. Comparison between types of value propositions and levels of acceptance. 
Next, main effects of three business models on levels of acceptance were examined. A 
one –way between-subjects MANOVA (multivariate analysis of variance) was performed to 
determine business model differences on four levels of acceptance. The independent variable 
groups were traditional business model, collaborative and shared business models. There was 
statistical significance between three business models, F (2, 715) = 10.45, p < 0.0001, Wilks’ 
Lambda = 0.89, partial eta squared = 0.06. When the results were examined separately all four 
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levels of acceptance showed statistical significance at p < 0.0001. Therefore, H2 was fully 
supported. 
When cognitive acceptance results were examined using Tukey HSD procedure, the 
traditional model (M = 5.07, SD = 1.03) showed differences with the shared model (M = 4.39, 
SD = 0.99); shared model had differences with both traditional and collaborative (M = 4.88, SD 
= 1.02); there was no difference between traditional and collaborative. The comparison for 
behavioral acceptance revealed differences between traditional (M = 5.01, SD = 1.12), 
collaborative (M = 4.73, SD = 1.17) and shared models (M = 4.51, SD 1.16). There were no 
differences between collaborative and shared models. The levels of normative acceptance 
showed differences between all models. The results of emotional acceptance showed differences 
between traditional (M = 7.37, SD = 2.50), collaborative (M = 6.68, SD = 2.64) and shared 
models (M = 6.38, SD = 2.61), however there were no differences between shared and 
collaborative models. Interestingly, the shared model consistently showed the lowest levels of 
acceptance on all four dimensions, thus H2a was rejected. Collaborative and shared models 
showed no significant differences for behavioral and emotional acceptance. Thus, H2b was 
partially supported.  
Further, the interaction effects between three business models and four types of value 
proposition were examined on four levels of acceptance. A mixed between-within subjects 
ANOVA was performed to assess the impact of business models on levels of acceptance across 
four types of value propositions. There was a significant interaction between business models 
and types of value propositions on three out of four levels of acceptance (Table 5). At p < 0.0001 
level cognitive, behavioral and normative acceptance were statistically significant, but not 
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emotional acceptance. Cognitive acceptance showed the strongest effect size. Therefore, H3 was 
partially supported.  
Table 5 
Results of Between-Within ANOVA 
  F (2, 715) Wilks' λ η2 
Cognitive Acceptance 5.71*** 0.83 0.20 
Behavioral Acceptance 5.32*** 0.79 0.11 
Normative Acceptance 5.28*** 0.84 0.08 
Emotional Acceptance 1.42 0.95   
Note. *** p < .001. 
    
The results of post-hoc comparisons based Tukey’s HSD (Figure 19) for cognitive 
acceptance revealed significant differences for innovation between traditional (M = 5.01, SD = 
1.00), collaborative (M = 4.85, SD = 1.05) and shared (M = 4.20, SD = 1.02), but not between 
traditional and collaborative; marketing revealed no differences between models; for experience 
all three business models displayed statistically significant differences; recovery displayed 
differences between shared (M = 4.64, SD = 0.91) and traditional only (M = 5.04, SD = 0.96). 
Behavioral acceptance (Figure 20) displayed differences for innovation between the traditional 
model (M = 5.03, SD = 1.12) and shared (M = 4.59, SD = 1.26), but not between traditional and 
collaborative; marketing showed no differences between models; production revealed differences 
between traditional (M = 5.34, SD = 0.88) and shared business (M = 4.49, SD = 1.14) models, 
but not between shared and collaborative; recovery had no significant differences between 
business models. The post-hoc examination based on normative acceptance (Figure 21) revealed 
a significant difference in innovation between traditional (M = 4.86, SD = 1.02) and shared 
models (M = 4.16, SD = 1.02), but not between collaborative and other models; marketing 
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displayed no significant differences between models; all three business models were significantly 
different when tested for normative acceptance for the production scenario; recovery showed no 
significant differences on business models. 
Figure 19. Interaction effects between business models and types of value propositions on 
cognitive acceptance. 1-innovation, 2-marketing, 3-production, 4-recovery. 
Figure 20. Interaction effects between business models and types of value propositions on 
behavioral acceptance. 1-innovation, 2-marketing, 3-production, 4-recovery.
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Figure 21. Interaction effects between business models and types of value propositions on 
normative acceptance. 1-innovation, 2-marketing, 3-production, 4-recovery. 
Motivation. 
To examine differences for SDT motivation on types of value propositions and business 
models, first exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed to explore the dimensions of SDT 
motivation from extrinsic to intrinsic for acceptance of value propositions, which is especially 
important when applying existing scales to new models (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The 15 
items of the multidimensional motivation scale (Gagne et al., 2015) excluding a-motivation were 
subjected to EFA principal components analysis.  Interestingly, instead of five dimensions 
indicated in the original scale, the EFA (PROMAX rotation) revealed three factors with 
eigenvalues greater than 1, explaining 47.80%, 19.35% and 8.60% of the variance; factor 1 was 
named extrinsic motivation, factor 2 identified extrinsic, and factor 3 intrinsic motivation. The 
scree plot was reviewed for a visible elbow to also support three factors (Cattell, 1966).  The 
Kaiser Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value was .89, exceeding the recommended value of .6 (Kaiser, 
1974) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity reached statistical significance, supporting the 
factorability of the correlation matrix (Bartlett, 1954). Two items were excluded based on high 
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cross-loadings between the factors. Overall thirteen items (Table 6) were retained based on factor 
loadings of 0.4 and above as well as the absence of cross loadings (Hair et al., 2010). 
Chronbach’s alphas for individual dimensions of SDT motivation were acceptable:  extrinsic = 
0.90; identified extrinsic = 0.90; and intrinsic = 0.94. Based on the results of EFA three 
dependent variables were retained to test hypotheses for SDT motivation: extrinsic, identified 
and intrinsic motivation. 
Further, it was proposed that different types of value propositions have significantly 
different strengths of SDT motivation. One-way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare the strength of each SDT motivation dimension for each of four types of value position. 
There was a significant effect for extrinsic motivation, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.94, F (3,537) = 3.80, 
p = 0.01, multivariate partial eta squared = 0.06. There was a significant effect for identified 
motivation, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.72, F (3,537) = 22.73, p < 0.0001, multivariate partial eta 
squared = 0.28. There was a significant effect for intrinsic motivation, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.67, F 
(3,537) = 30.97, p < 0.0001, multivariate partial eta squared = 0.34. Therefore, H4 is fully 
supported. 
Tukey’s HSD pairwise comparison of means revealed significant differences in strength 
of extrinsic motivation between innovation (M = 2.93, SD = 1.24), production (M = 2.72, SD = 
1.33) and recovery (M = 2.70, SD = 1.28) value propositions; there were no significant 
differences between marketing (M = 2.74, SD = 1.24) and other value propositions; production 
displayed significant differences with innovation; recovery was different with innovation as well. 
Post-hoc analysis of strength of identified motivation showed significant differences between 
innovation (M = 3.75, SD = 1.50), production (M = 4.12, SD = 1.59) and recovery (M = 4.36, 
SD = 1.44), but not with marketing (M = 3.59, SD = 1.56); marketing displayed differences with 
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production and recovery; production was different from innovation and marketing, but not with 
recovery; recovery differed with innovation and marketing but not with production. 
Table 6 
EFA Results for SDT Motivation 
  Factor Loadings 
Items Extrinsic Identified Extrinsic Intrinsic 
To avoid being criticized by others (e.g. 
family, friends, peers, colleagues, other 
people…). 0.95 
  Because others would reward me (e.g. 
family, friends, peers, colleagues, other 
people…). 0.89 
  Because others would respect me more 
(e.g. family, friends, peers, colleagues, 
colleagues, other people…). 0.88 
  Because I have to prove to myself that I 
could. 0.76 
  Because I will risk losing my benefits if I 
do not consider this.  0.70 
  Because otherwise I would feel ashamed 
of myself. 0.66 
  
Because it makes me feel proud of myself.  0.53 
  
Because considering this aligns with my 
personal values.  
 
0.95 
 Because I personally considered it 
important. 
 
0.93 
 Because considering this project has 
personal significance to me. 
 
0.80 
 Because what I will do as the result of this 
offer is interesting. 
  
0.97 
Because what I will do as the result of this 
offer is exciting. 
  
0.94 
Because I will have fun doing it.     0.90 
 
The analysis of intrinsic motivation strength uncovered significant differences between 
innovation (M = 4.98, SD = 1.56), production (M = 5.48, SD = 1.30) and recovery (M = 4.37, 
  
159 
 
SD = 1.46); marketing (M = 4.75, SD = 1.53) revealed differences with production and recovery, 
but not with innovation; production and recovery displayed differences with every value 
proposition type.  
Next, main effects of three business models on strength of SDT motivation dimensions 
were explored. A one–way between-subjects MANOVA was conducted to determine business 
model differences on three dimensions of motivation: extrinsic, identified and intrinsic. The 
independent variable groups were traditional business model, collaborative and shared business 
models. There was statistical significance between three business models, F (2, 715) = 5.04, p < 
0.0001, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.96, partial eta squared = 0.02. When the results were examined 
separately business models revealed different strengths of extrinsic motivation, F (2, 715) = 4.62, 
p < 0.01, partial eta squared = 0.01; and identified motivation, F (2,715) = 13.94, p < 0.0001, 
partial eta squared = 0.04; but not intrinsic motivation, F (2, 715) = 1.53, p = 0.22. Therefore, H5 
was partially supported. 
When extrinsic motivation results were examined using Tukey HSD procedure, 
traditional (M = 2.96, SD = 1.41) model showed differences with shared (M = 2.63, SD = 1.20) 
model; there was no difference between traditional or shared and collaborative. The comparison 
for identified extrinsic motivation revealed significant differences between traditional (M = 4.35, 
SD = 1.49) and collaborative (M = 3.88, SD = 1.62) and traditional and shared (M = 3.63, SD = 
1.45) models. There were no differences between collaborative and shared models. There were 
no significant differences in intrinsic motivation and business models.  
Next, the interaction effects between three business models and four types of value 
proposition were examined on three SDT motivation dimensions. A mixed between-within 
subjects ANOVA was conducted to assess the impact of business models on dimensions of 
  
160 
 
motivation across four types of value proposition. There was a significant interaction between 
business models and types of value proposition on two out of three dimensions of motivation: 
extrinsic and intrinsic, but not identified extrinsic (Table 7). Intrinsic motivation showed the 
strongest effect size. Therefore, H6 was partially supported.  
Table 7  
Results of Between-Within ANOVA 
  F (6, 531) Wilks' λ η2 
Extrinsic 3.23** 0.90 0.05 
Identified Extrinsic 1.89 0.94 
 
Intrinsic 3.99*** 0.88 0.36 
Note. **p < .01. *** p < .001. 
   
However, the results of post-hoc interaction comparisons based on Tukey’s HSD for 
three business models (Figure 22) and extrinsic motivation revealed no significant differences in 
innovation, marketing, production or recovery value propositions. Only differences between 
value propositions for each business model were significant. The results of post-hoc interaction 
comparison based on Tukey’s HSD for three business models for intrinsic motivation (Figure 23) 
showed significant differences for innovation between traditional (M = 5.47, SD = 1.24) and 
collaborative (M = 4.75, SD = 1.77) models, and traditional and shared (M = 4.71, SD = 1.52), 
but not between shared and collaborative; there were no differences detected for marketing; 
production showed significant differences between traditional (M = 5.74, SD = 1.03) and shared 
(M = 5.16, SD = 1.43), but no differences between collaborative and any other models; recovery 
showed no significant differences between models. 
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Figure 22. Interaction effects between business models and types of value propositions on 
extrinsic motivation.1-innovation, 2-marketing, 3-production, 4-recovery. 
 
Figure 23. Interaction effects between business models and types of value propositions on 
intrinsic motivation. 1-innovation, 2-marketing, 3-production, 4-recovery. 
Further, business models were examined separately to detect differences in strength of 
motivation within each model. One-way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted for each 
business model. The traditional business model showed significant differences among the SDT 
motivations, F (2, 717) = 126.83, p < 0.001. Tukey HSD post hoc analysis revealed significant 
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differences among all three SDT motivation dimensions for the traditional business model with 
extrinsic motivation the weakest (M = 2.98, SD = 0.09), then identified extrinsic (M = 4.34, SD 
= 0.09), and intrinsic motivation the strongest (M = 5.04, SD = 0.9). The collaborative model 
also displayed significant differences among SDT motivation dimensions, F (2, 717) = 122.37, p 
< 0.0001, with significant differences among all three dimensions Extrinsic motivation showed 
the weakest level (M = 2.70, SD = 0.1), followed by identified extrinsic (M = 3.90, SD = 0.1), 
and intrinsic motivation was the strongest (M = 4.84, SD = 0.1). The shared model ANOVA 
displayed significant differences among the SDT motivation dimensions as well, F (2, 717) = 
152.03, p < 0.0001, with differences among all three motivation dimensions, with extrinsic again 
the weakest (M = 2.63, SD = 1.20), followed by identified extrinsic motivation (M = 3.63, SD = 
1.45) and intrinsic the strongest (M = 4.81, SD = 1.64). Therefore, H7 was fully supported. 
Next differences among business models and SDT motivation dimensions was examined 
by mixed between-within subjects ANOVA. There was a significant interaction between 
business models and dimensions of SDT motivation, Wilk’s Lambda = 0.94, F (4, 352) = 2.79, p 
< 0.05, partial eta squared = 0.03. Intrinsic motivation showed the strongest level of motivation 
for all three business models (Figure 24). Therefore, H7a was supported. 
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Figure 24. Differences among models and SDT motivations. 1 – extrinsic, 2 – identified 
extrinsic, 3 – intrinsic. 
Moderation effects: Generations and Business Models 
The combined moderation model tested generations and business model effects on levels 
of acceptance and was examined based on Hayes’s (2013) procedures (Model 2), bootstrapping 
1,000. First the moderation effect of generations and business models were examined 
simultaneously on value positions and various levels of acceptances. Cognitive acceptance 
business models served as a moderator from value propositions (95% CI = [-.6075, -.1613]), 
however not for generations. For behavioral acceptance, business models also served as a 
moderator (95% CI = [-.7513, -.2463]), but generations were not confirmed as a moderator. 
Normative acceptance business models also served as a moderator (95% CI = [-.5808, -.1285]), 
but not generations. For emotional acceptance neither business models nor generations served as 
moderators. Therefore, H8 is partially supported. Business models serve as a moderator for 
cognitive, behavioral and normative acceptance.  
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Mediation effects: Acceptance on Wellbeing and Competitive Advantage 
The mediation model was examined based on Hayes’s (2013) procedures (Model 6), 
bootstrapping 1,000. The mediation effects of four levels of acceptances (cognitive, behavioral, 
normative and emotional) were explored between value propositions and two outcomes: 
customers’ wellbeing and customers’ perceptions of competitive advantage. First, the mediation 
model was tested for wellbeing. The impacts of: value propositions on cognitive acceptance was 
significant (95% CI = [.0263, .1639]); cognitive acceptance on behavioral acceptance was 
significant (95% CI = [.8514, .9474]); cognitive on normative acceptance was significant (95% 
CI = [.3473, .4883]), behavioral on normative acceptance was significant (95% CI = [.3483, 
.4751]); behavioral acceptance on emotional acceptance was significant (95% CI = [.4514, 
1.0097]). However, wellbeing was only significantly affected by behavioral (95% CI = [.1558, 
.3725]), and normative acceptance (95% CI = [.5481, .7705]). Overall, the path from value 
propositions to cognitive, to behavioral acceptance, to wellbeing was significant (β = .0226, 95% 
CI = [.0068, .0453]); value propositions to cognitive, to normative acceptance, to wellbeing was 
significant (β = .0262, 95% CI = [.0081, .0460]); and value propositions to cognitive, to 
behavioral, to normative acceptance, to wellbeing was significant (β = .0232, 95% CI = [.0080, 
.0432]). The direct impact from value propositions to wellbeing was not significant (p = .5486). 
The impact of emotional acceptance on wellbeing also was not significant (p = .8394). 
Therefore, cognitive, behavioral and normative acceptances serve as mediators from value 
propositions to wellbeing. 
Next, the mediation model was tested for competitive advantage. The model confirmed 
the impacts of value propositions on cognitive acceptance, cognitive acceptance on behavioral 
acceptance, cognitive acceptance on normative acceptance, behavioral acceptance on normative 
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acceptance and behavioral acceptance on attitudinal acceptance tested in previous model. 
However, competitive advantage was significantly affected by cognitive acceptance (95% CI = 
[.0036, .2001]), behavioral acceptance (95% CI = [.4631, .6453]), normative acceptance (95% CI 
= [.1889, .3759]), and emotional acceptance (95% CI = [.0138, .0609]). Overall, the path from 
value propositions to cognitive, to behavioral acceptance, to competitive acceptance was 
significant (β = .0474, 95% CI = [.0162, .0851]); value propositions to cognitive, to normative 
acceptance, to competitive advantage was significant (β = .0112, 95% CI = [.0037, .0215]); value 
propositions to cognitive acceptance to attitudinal acceptance to competitive advantage was 
significant (β = .0010, 95% CI = [.0001, .0039]); value propositions to cognitive acceptance, to 
behavioral acceptance, to normative acceptance to competitive advantage was significant (β = 
.0099, 95% CI = [.0031, .0190]); value propositions to cognitive, to behavioral, to emotional 
acceptance, to competitive advantage was significant (β = .0023, 95% CI = [.0005, .0064]). The 
direct impact from value propositions to competitive advantage was not significant (p = .1162). 
Therefore, cognitive, behavioral, and emotional acceptances serve as mediators from value 
propositions to competitive advantage. Therefore, H9 is partially supported. 
Study 2 
Demographics 
A generations-based quota sample was collected using Qualtrics, Inc panel of 
respondents. Each respondent was exposed to four attention checks and a speeding check. The 
respondents who did not pass the attention checks were automatically redirected to the end of the 
survey. These responses were considered incomplete and were not considered. Based on 70% of 
straight-line response check 38 responses were replaced. A total of 840 responses were accepted 
for further analysis. The demographics profile of respondents is presented in Table 8. The 
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demographics questions were not mandatory and respondents had an opportunity to skip those 
questions, thus the number of responses for each question varied. Baby Boomers, Generation X 
and Millennials were equally represented with 33.33% for each cohort. The majority of 
respondents were women (73.80%), white (74.20%), married (53.50%), with children (54.00%), 
with at least an undergraduate college degree or some college degree (65.00%), employed full-
time (43.90%) or part-time (15.10%) and family income of $25,000 to $74,999 (41.30%).   
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Table 8 
Study 1 Sample Demographics 
    f % 
Gender 
   
 
Male 201 25.8 
 
Female 576 73.8 
 
No answer 63 7.4 
Children 
   
 
Yes 454 54.0 
 
No 320 38.1 
 
No answer 66 7.9 
Marital Status 
  
 
Married 449 53.5 
 
Single 213 25.4 
 
Divorced/Separated 116 13.8 
 
No answer 62 7.3 
Education 
  
 
High School or Less 123 15.0 
 
College Degree or Less 523 65.0 
 
Post Grad or Professional Degree 131 19.4 
 
No answer 63 7.6 
Ethnicity 
   
 
White 623 74.2 
 
African American 53 6.3 
 
Hispanic 45 5.4 
 
Asian 34 4.0 
 
Other 18 2.3 
 
No answer 67 7.8 
Employment 
  
 
Full Time 369 43.9 
 
Part Time 127 15.1 
 
Retired 109 13.0 
 
Student 42 5.0 
 
Unemployed 79 9.4 
 
Other 48 5.7 
 
No answer 66 7.9 
Household Income 
  
 
less than $24,999 114 13.6 
 
$25,000 to $49,999 191 22.7 
 
$50,000 to $74,999 156 18.6 
 
$75,000 to $99,999 124 14.8 
 
$100,000 to $149,999 116 13.8 
 
$150,000 or more 47 5.6 
 No answer 92 10.9 
Note. N = 840. 
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Validity and Reliability 
Study 2 used a between-within subjects equal-cells experimental design. After identifying 
the generational cohort membership based on year of birth, respondents were asked if they 
worked in a customer service position anytime in their career. If respondents indicated the past 
work experience in the service position they were assigned to employee condition. Otherwise, 
the respondents were assigned to the customer condition. Further, respondents were randomly 
assigned to one of two business model conditions: traditional or collaborative. Next, respondents 
were randomly and equally assigned to one of three self-determination (SDT) factors: autonomy, 
competence, or relatedness. Then, they were randomly and equally assigned to either strong or 
weak SDT condition. Finally, each respondent was presented with one of four value proposition 
scenarios followed by dependent variable measures. In total, four value propositions followed by 
SDT scenarios were presented to each respondent. Each experimental cell had exactly 20 
respondents meeting the recommended minimum cell size (Hair et al. 2010). Each scenario was 
followed by manipulation checks examining the value proposition type and strong versus weak 
SDT condition. All scenarios met the mean benchmark of 6.5 for value propositions established 
for this study (Table 10). Furthermore, separate T-tests were performed to examine the 
manipulations between strong and weak SDT conditions. All scenarios showed significant 
differences in the correct direction. Therefore, face validity of the scenarios was confirmed.  
The internal consistency and reliability of dependent variable multi-item measures was 
established using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with benchmarks established by Hair et al. 
(2010). Two items of the extrinsic motivation scale loaded below 0.50 and were deleted: (1) “To 
avoid being criticized by others (e.g., family, friends, peers, colleagues, other people),” and (2) 
“Because I will risk losing my benefits if I do not consider this.” The CFA model showed an 
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acceptable fit: (χ
2
 = 6673.26, df = 1097; RMSEA = 0.043; CFI = 0.967; GFI = 0.904). The 
results are presented in Table 9. All scales displayed acceptable levels of reliability and 
convergent validity.    
Table 9 
Reliability of Measures Adapted in Study 2 
Scale Dimensions Adapted from Items 
Composite 
Reliability 
Average 
Variance 
Extracted 
SDT Motivation Gagné et al., 2015 
 
 
 
Extrinsic 
 
5 0.86 0.56 
 
Identified 
Extrinsic 
 
3 
0.92 0.79 
 
Intrinsic 
 
3 0.94 0.84 
Co-Created Value Busser & Shulga (under review) 
 
Meaningfulness  
 
5 0.96 0.84 
 
Collaboration 
 
5 0.96 0.84 
 
Contribution 
 
5 0.94 0.77 
 
Recognition 
 
5 0.93 0.78 
 
Affective 
Response  
5 0.97 0.87 
Value 
 
Zeithaml (1988); 
Cronin et al. 
(2000);  
3 0.95 0.86 
Wellbeing 
 
Kim et al. 2015 4 0.80 0.51 
Service Advantage 
Carbonell & 
Rodriguez-
Escudero, 2014; 
4 0.96 0.88 
Satisfaction   
Oliver, 1999; 
Anderson et al., 
2002; 
6 0.91 0.67 
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Table 10 
Study 2 Manipulation Check 
  Employees Customers 
  Innovation Marketing Production Recovery Innovation Marketing Production Recover 
Value Proposition 
       
 
Traditional 8.73 (0.21) 8.25 (0.24) 8.52 (0.22) 8.72 (0.22) 8.57 (0.22) 8.10 (0.24) 9.03 (0.22) 8.78 (0.22) 
 
Collaborative 6.74 (0.14) 7.59 (0.13) 8.05 (0.12) 7.90 (0.12) 6.51 (0.14) 6.80 (0.13) 7.46 (0.12) 7.25 (0.12) 
Self-Determination Factors 
       Autonomy 
        
 
strong 9.03 (1.29) 8.60 (1.97) 9.00 (1.45) 9.30 (1.12) 8.00 (1.90) 7.77 (2.55) 8.33 (1.88) 8.07 (2.02) 
 
weak 3.77 (2.13) 3.93 (1.98) 4.43 (2.63) 4.97 (1.64) 4.10 (2.25) 4.63 (2.15) 5.00 (1.85) 5.07 (1.90) 
 
t-value 16.41*** 12.94*** 11.77*** 16.91*** 10.26*** 7.29*** 9.80*** 8.38*** 
Competence 
        
 
strong 8.48 (1.86) 8.43 (2.01) 8.35 (2.04) 8.48 (1.64) 8.73 (1.69) 8.18 (2.26) 8.47 (1.89) 8.23 (2.11) 
 
weak 3.70 (1.99) 3.88 (1.98) 3.93 (1.99) 3.42 (2.06) 4.80 (2.35) 4.57 (2.27) 5.53 (1.91) 5.05 (2.12) 
 
t-value 13.61*** 12.50*** 12.00*** 14.90*** 10.64*** 8.74*** 8.46*** 8.25*** 
Relatedness 
        
 
strong 8.52 (1.87) 8.67 (1.63) 9.00 (1.48) 9.02 (1.50) 7.87 (2.08) 7.37 (2.56) 8.42 (1.82) 8.07 (1.81) 
 
weak 5.37 (1.94) 5.77 (1.76) 5.60 (2.03) 5.57 (1.78) 5.23 (1.95) 4.53 (2.09) 5.33 (1.78) 5.22 (1.83) 
 
t-value 9.05*** 9.36*** 10.48*** 11.48*** 7.15*** 6.64*** 9.39*** 8.57*** 
Note. ***p < 0.001. 
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Hypotheses Testing  
Study 2 explored customers and employees perceptions of collaboration for four types of 
value co-creation: innovation, marketing, production and recovery. Value propositions, were 
accepted by customers and employees from two different business models: traditional and 
collaborative. The study tested perceptions of CCV for collaborative business model, and 
perceived value when collaborative and traditional business models were compared. The main 
focus of the study was to examine whether SDT factors affect customers and employees 
perceptions of co-created value, wellbeing, satisfaction and service competitive advantage; and 
compare the results with the traditional business model outcomes.  The study tested the 
differences in generational perceptions of four types of value propositions based on CCV. The 
mediation effect of CCV between four types of value propositions and outcomes: wellbeing, 
satisfaction and competitive service advantage was also examined separately for customers and 
employees. 
The data was examined for linearity, multivariate normality and presence of outliers 
based on Mahalanobis distance (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). When each type of value creation 
was examined based on seven dependent variables 52 outliers were determined. After case-per-
case analysis all cases were retained for further analysis. Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance 
Matrices and Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances was performed and analyzed for each 
hypothesis test. Based on the equal-cell experimental design assumptions, no violations were 
detected using Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) suggested approaches. 
The next section is organized based on the Hypotheses presented in Chapter 2 for Study 2 
and dependent variables tested. 
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Co-created Value. 
It was hypothesized that customers and employees will have different appraisal of co-
created value across five dimensions of CCV and four types of value propositions. To test H10, 
an interaction effect between customers vs. employees and four types of value creation was 
examined using between-within repeated measures ANOVA to compare each dimension of 
CCV. There was a significant interaction between customer/employee collaboration and types of 
value propositions on all five dimensions of CCV (Table 11). Meaningfulness showed the 
strongest effect size. Therefore, H10 is fully supported. 
Table 11 
Results of Between-Within ANOVA Customers versus Employees  
  F (3, 716) Wilks' λ η2 
Meaningfulness 25.12*** 0.91 0.10 
Collaboration 25.63*** 0.93 0.07 
Contribution 4.03*** 0.98 0.02 
Recognition 4.88*** 0.99 0.01 
Affective Response 21.03*** 0.92 0.08 
Note. *** p < 0.001. 
   
The results of Tukey’s HSD post-hoc comparisons (Figure 25) for meaningfulness 
revealed significant differences between customers (M = 4.57, SD = 1.53) and employees (M = 
5.19, SD = 1.32). In particular, innovation (M = 4.74, SD = 1.55) was significantly different 
from production (M = 5.09, SD = 1.31) and recovery (M = 5.08, SD = 1.24), but not marketing; 
marketing was significantly different from production and recovery; production was significantly 
different from innovation and marketing, but not recovery; and recovery was significantly 
different from innovation and marketing, but not production.  
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A: Meaningfulness B: Collaboration 
  
C: Contribution D: Recognition 
 
 
E: Affective Response  
Figure 25. Interaction effects between value propositions, customers and employees on co-
created value appraisal. 1-innovation, 2-marketing, 3-production, 4-recovery. 
Significant differences between customers and employees were found for all four types of value 
proposition: innovation customers (M = 4.36, SD = 1.66) and employees (M = 5.12, SD = 1.33); 
marketing customers (M = 4.05, SD = 1.72) and employees (M = 5.14, SD = 1.35); production 
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customers (M = 4.93, SD = 1.30) and employees (M = 5.25, SD = 1.31); recovery customers (M 
= 4.93, SD = 1.18) and employees (M = 5.23, SD = 1.28). Employees appraised meaningfulness 
higher than customers for all value propositions.  
Furthermore, the collaboration results also showed significant differences between customers 
and employees when post-hoc results were analyzed: customers (M = 4.52, SD = 1.51) and 
employees (M = 5.17, SD = 1.35). Specifically, when value propositions were examined 
collaboration was significantly different only between marketing (M = 4.68, SD = 1.62) and 
production (M = 5.00, SD = 1.37). Furthermore, when collaboration appraisal for value 
propositions was tested individually between customers and employees, all four types of value 
propositions were significantly different: innovation customers (M = 4.54, SD = 1.51) and 
employees (M = 5.16, SD = 1.41), marketing customers (M = 4.10, SD = 1.69) and (M = 5.25, 
SD = 1.31), production customers (M = 4.85, SD = 1.39) and employees (M = 5.16, SD = 1.34), 
recovery customers (M = 4.58, SD = 1.34) and employees (M = 5.10, SD = 1.33). Overall, 
employees appraised value propositions consistently higher on collaboration than customers. 
Next, the contribution post-hoc results also showed significant differences between 
customers (M = 4.68, SD = 1.34) and employees (M = 5.24, SD = 1.34). There were no 
significant differences in contribution between four types of value propositions. However, there 
were significant differences for contribution when value propositions were examined 
individually: innovation customers (M = 4.76, SD = 1.50) and employees (M = 5.19, SD = 1.36), 
marketing customers (M = 4.54, SD = 1.54) and employees (M = 5.24, SD = 1.33), production 
customers (M = 4.69, SD = 1.27) and employees (M = 5.29, SD = 1.31), and recovery customers 
(M = 4.73, SD = 1.17) and employees (M = 5.23, SD = 1.35). Once again employees’ appraisal 
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of contribution across all four types of value proposition was significantly higher than 
customers’. 
Recognition appraisal was also overall significantly different between customers (M= 
4.41, SD = 1.40) and employees (M = 4.93, SD = 1.28). When four value propositions were 
examined on recognition Tukey’s HSD post-hoc tests no significant differences were detected. 
Nonetheless, when value propositions were examined individually the differences between 
customers and employees were significant for innovation: customers (M = 4.51, SD = 1.50) and 
employees (M = 4.89, SD = 1.31); marketing customers (M = 4.20, SD = 1.54) and employees 
(M = 5.01, SD = 1.31); production (M = 4.39, SD = 1.29) and employees (M = 4.98, SD = 1.27); 
and recovery customers (M = 4.56, SD = 1.21) and employees (M = 4.98, SD = 1.25). 
Employees evaluated CCV recognition higher then customers across all four types of value 
propositions.  
Finally, post-hoc tests were performed for CCV’s affective response. Customers (M = 
4.56, SD = 1.63) and employees (M = 5.16, SD = 1.39) showed significant differences for 
affective response. Next, value propositions showed differences on affective response between 
innovation (M = 4.97, SD = 1.58) and recovery (M = 4.86, SD = 1.49); production (M = 5.12, 
SD = 1.40) and recovery were different from marketing (M = 4.80, SD = 1.64); marketing and 
recovery different from production; recovery showed differences with three other propositions. 
However, innovation was not different with marketing; production with innovation. Furthermore, 
value propositions were examined individually for differences between customers and employees 
for CCV’s affective response and revealed differences for innovation: customers (M = 4.68, SD 
= 1.71) and employees (M = 5.27, SD = 1.38); for marketing customers (M = 4.36, SD = 1.76) 
and employees (M = 5.24, SD = 1.38); and for recovery customers (M = 4.17, SD = 1.49) and 
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employees (M = 4.94, SD = 1.40), but not for production. Thus, employees appraised value 
propositions for affective response higher then customers for innovation, marketing and 
recovery. Interestingly affective response to production revealed no significant differences 
between customers and employees.  
To test H11, the interaction effects between three generations: Baby Boomers, 
Generation X and Millennials and four value propositions were examined based on the five 
dimensions of CCV appraisal. A mixed between-within subjects ANOVA was performed to 
assess how different generations appraise CCV. There was a significant interaction between 
generations and four types of value proposition on CCV’s meaningfulness and contribution, but 
not on collaboration, recognition and affective response (Table 12). Meaningfulness showed the 
strongest effect size. Therefore, H11 was partially supported. 
Table 12 
Results of Between-Within Subjects ANOVA Three Generations 
      F (6, 1430) Wilks' λ η2 
Meaningfulness 3.85*** 0.97 0.02 
Collaboration 1.46 0.99 
 
Contribution 2.77* 0.98 0.01 
Recognition 1.15 0.99 
 
Affective Response 2.08 0.93   
Note. * p < 0.05. *** p < 0.001. 
   
The results of Tukey’s HSD post-hoc interaction comparisons for three generations and 
value propositions (Figure 26) and appraisal of co-created value revealed significant differences 
in meaningfulness and contribution. When meaningfulness results were analyzed, Baby Boomers 
showed differences in appraisal of production (M = 5.10, SD = 1.35) and recovery (M = 5.19, 
SD = 1.57) versus innovation (M = 4.56, SD = 1.76); production and recovery versus marketing 
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(M = 4.42, SD = 1.77); production versus innovation and marketing; and recovery versus 
innovation and marketing. Generation X displayed differences between recovery (M = 5.01, SD 
= 1.35), production (M = 5.05, SD = 1.64) and marketing (M = 4.55, SD = 1.64); production 
versus marketing; and recovery versus marketing; innovation (M = 4.79, SD = 1.53) was not 
appraised differently against other value propositions. Examination for Millennials revealed no 
differences between innovation and other value propositions and recovery and other value 
propositions. However, Millennials appraised marketing (M = 4.80, SD = 1.49) and production 
(M = 5.12, SD = 1.23) differently. There were no differences detected between generations on 
innovation, production and recovery. Still, Baby Boomers (M = 4.42, SD = 1.77) appraised 
marketing significantly lower than Millennials (M = 4.80, SD = 1.64).  
When contribution results were analyzed, post-hoc results showed no differences in value 
propositions for Baby Boomers, Generation X, and Millennials. However, contribution appraisal 
for innovation showed differences between Baby Boomers (M = 4.79, SD = 1.65) and 
Millennials (M = 5.15, SD = 1.23); marketing also displayed differences between Baby Boomers 
(M = 4.66, SD = 1.62) and Millennials (M = 5.13, SD = 1.24). No generational differences were 
found for production and recovery. Overall, Millennials appraise innovation and marketing 
higher then Baby Boomers, but the same as Generation X.  
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Meaningfulness Contribution 
Figure 26. Interaction effects between value propositions and generations. 1 – innovation, 2 – 
marketing, 3- production, 4 – recovery. 
Further, customers and employees were analyzed separately. To test H12, customers’ 
appraisal of CCV was analyzed based on three SDT factors: autonomy, competence, and 
relatedness. A one-way between-subjects MANOVA was conducted, first with SDT factors as an 
independent variable and CCV dimensions as dependent variables. Significant differences were 
found, F (10, 2866) = 4.78, p < 0.01, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.97, partial eta squared = 0.02. 
However, when the results were examined at the univariate level only collaboration showed 
significant differences for customers, F (2, 1437) = 6.83, p < 0.01, partial eta squared = 0.01. In 
the post-hoc analysis, relatedness (M = 4.71, SD = 1.58) showed stronger results and 
significantly different from both autonomy (M = 4.46, SD = 1.48) and competence (M = 4.36, 
SD = 1.58). Therefore, H12 was partially supported. 
Next, the interaction effects between SDT factors and strong-weak SDT conditions were 
analyzed on customers’ appraisal of CCV. A two-way between-subjects MANOVA was 
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performed on five dimensions of CCV, with multivariate being significant, F (10, 2866) = 7.33, 
p < 0.01, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.95, partial eta squared = 0.03. Overall, main effects between strong 
and weak conditions for all five dimensions of CCV were significant. However, Tukey’s HSD 
post-hoc tests between SDT factors and strong-weak SDT conditions found significant 
differences only for collaboration, F (2, 1434) = 5.94, p < 0.01, partial eta squared = 0.01 (Figure 
27) with strong conditions significantly higher. Therefore, H12a, H12b, and H12c were partially
supported. 
Figure 27. Interaction effects between SDT factors and strong-weak conditions on collaboration. 
Next, main effects of three SDT factors for employees were explored to test H13. A one–
way between-subjects MANOVA was conducted to determine SDT factors: autonomy, 
competence, and relatedness differences on five dimensions of CCV. There was statistical 
significance between three factors of SDT, F (10, 2866) = 2.49, p < 0.01, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.98, 
partial eta squared = 0.01. When the results were examined separately SDT factors revealed 
different CCV collaboration appraisal, F (2, 1437) = 3.97, p = 0.02, partial eta squared = 0.01; 
contribution, F (2, 1437) = 3.40, p = 0.03, partial eta squared = 0.01; and recognition, F (2, 1437) 
= 4.80, p = 0.01, partial eta squared = 0.01; but not meaningfulness, F (2, 1437) = 0.81, p = 0.44, 
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and affective response, F (2, 1437) = 0.16, p = 0.85. Tukey’s HSD post-hoc test revealed 
significant differences between competence (M = 5.09, SD = 1.26) and relatedness (M = 5.32, 
SD = 1.27) on collaboration; autonomy (M = 5.16, SD = 1.56) and relatedness (M = 5.67, SD = 
1.84) on contribution; relatedness (M = 5.11, SD = 1.20) on both autonomy (M = 4.88, SD = 
1.42) and competence (M = 4.88, SD = 1.24) for recognition. In all cases, relatedness was 
appraised higher than other SDT factors. Overall, H13 was partially supported. 
Table 13 
MANOVA Results for Interaction Effects between SDT Factors and Strong-Weak SDT 
Conditions 
  F (2, 1434) p-value η2 
Meaningfulness 22.80 0.001 0.02 
Collaboration 3.17 0.042 0.01 
Contribution 13.21 0.001 0.02 
Recognition 6.52 0.002 0.01 
Affective Response 13.3 0.001 0.02 
 
Further, the interaction effects between SDT factors and strong versus weak SDT 
conditions for employees were examined. A two-way between-subjects MANOVA was 
performed to determine differences in employee evaluation of CCV.  
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A: Meaningfulness B: Collaboration 
  
C: Contribution D: Recognition 
 
 
E: Affective Response  
Figure 28. Interaction effects between SDT factors and SDT conditions on five CCV 
dimensions. 
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Significant differences were determined between three SDT factors and strong-weak SDT 
conditions, F (10, 2860) = 6.87, p < 0.001, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.95, partial eta squared = 0.02. 
The main effects between strong and weak SDT conditions were found significantly different on 
all five dimensions of CCV. Next, interaction effects were examined separately for each 
dimension of CCV, and all dimensions showed significant differences for strong-weak SDT 
conditions (Table 13). The Tukey HSD’s displayed differences between individual SDT factors 
and strong-weak SDT conditions with strong conditions showing significantly higher appraisals 
of CCV (Figure 28). Therefore, H13a, H13b, and H13c are fully supported. 
Mediation effects: Co-created value on wellbeing, satisfaction and service 
advantage. 
To test the mediation role of CCV on outcome variables partial-least squares structural 
equation modeling (PLS-SEM) was performed following procedure and benchmarks outlined by 
Hair, Hult, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2016). Since customers and employees were found differently 
appraising CCV, H14 was conducted for customers and employees separately. Four value 
propositions were used as a categorical exogenous variable, CCV as continuous reflective 
endogenous variable, and outcome variables: wellbeing, customer or job satisfaction, and 
competitive service advantage as continuous endogenous variables. Five dimensions of CCV 
were used to form a second order reflective construct (Busser & Shulga, under review). 
Customers  
In the first stage of the analysis the outer model was analyzed for reliability, convergent 
and discriminant validity of the reflective measures included in the model. Chronbach’s alpha, 
composite reliability, average variance extracted (AVE), and the composed reliability were used 
to establish reliability, convergent and discriminant validity of the scales (Hair et al., 2016). All 
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outer item loadings of the model were statistically significant (p < 0.001) and above 0.60.  The 
results are presented in Tables 14 and 15 with Cronbach’s α: 0.80 - 0.98 confirming the internal 
consistency of the scales, the average variance extracted: 0.60 – 0.92 confirming the convergent 
validity, and AVEs above squared correlations confirming discriminant validity. Overall, the 
outer model displayed high reliability and validity, and, thus, was deemed acceptable for further 
analysis.  
Table 14 
Customer CCV Measurement Model Results 
          
  
 
Cronbach's Alpha 
Composite 
Reliability 
Average Variance 
Extracted (AVE) 
Co-created value 0.98 0.98 0.67 
Wellbeing 
 
0.80 0.86 0.60 
Customer satisfaction 0.97 0.98 0.90 
Service competitive 
advantage 0.96 0.97 0.92 
 
Table 15 
Customer CCV Model Discriminant Validity 
          
  Co-created value 
Competitive 
Service 
Advantage 
Customer 
Satisfaction Wellbeing 
Co-created value 0.82 
   Competitive 
service 
advantage 0.80 0.96 
  Customer 
Satisfaction 0.80 0.81 0.95 
 Wellbeing 0.72 0.73 0.82 0.78
Note. Values on the diagonal (in bold) represent the square root of AVE. Lower diagonal value 
indicate factor correlations. 
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In the second stage of analysis outer model results were examined, the VIFs ranged from 
1.00 to 1.01 showing no multicollinearity concerns in the model. The PLS-SEM direct path 
results are presented in Table 16, and the indirect path results in Table 17. The model predicted a 
high level of variance in customer satisfaction (R
2
 = 0.64), as well as a high level of customers’
competitive service advantage perceptions in co-creation (R
2
 = 0.64). However, only a moderate
level of variance in customer wellbeing (R
2
 = 0.52) was found.  The model path analysis is
presented in Figure 29. 
Figure 29. Customer PLS-SEM Model of CCV mediation effect between value propositions and 
outcomes. 
Value propositions directly and positively affected customers’ co-created value appraisal 
(β = 0.06, t = 2.25), competitive service advantage (β = 0.10, t = 6.45), and customer satisfaction 
(β = 0.03, t = 2.38). However, there was no significant direct impact of value propositions on 
wellbeing. The strongest impact was from four value propositions on competitive service 
advantage. Customers’ CCV appraisal directly positively and significantly influenced wellbeing 
4 Value 
Propositions 
Co-Created 
Value 
Well-being 
Satisfaction 
Service 
Advantage 
0.06* 
n.s.
0.03* 
0.10* 
0.79** 
0.72** 
0.78** 
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(β = 0.80, t = 69.55), customer satisfaction (β = 0.79, t = 70.75), and competitive service 
advantage (β = 0.72, t = 51.55). The strongest influence was shared between CCV appraisal on 
wellbeing and customer satisfaction. Moreover, the indirect effects of four value propositions 
were all positive and significant, including the five dimensions of CCV. Therefore, the analysis 
supported the full mediation effect of CCV and H14 for customers.  
Table 16 
Customers’ PLS-SEM Direct Paths Results of CCV Mediation 
  β t p  
CI (2.5% - 
97.5%) 
f
2
 
Co-created value -> Customer satisfaction 0.79 70.75 0.00 (0.77, 0.81) 0.13 
Co-created value -> Wellbeing 0.80 69.55 0.00 (0.77, 0.82) 0.14 
Co-created value -> Competitive service 
advantage 
0.72 51.55 0.00 (0.69, 0.75) 0.09 
4 value propositions -> Co-created value 0.06 2.25 0.03 (0.01, 0.10) 0.01 
4 value propositions -> Competitive service 
advantage 
0.10 6.45 0.00 (0.07, 0.12) 0.01 
4 value propositions -> Customer satisfaction 0.03 2.38 0.02 (0.01, 0.06) 0.01 
4 value propositions -> Wellbeing 0.02 1.26 0.21 (-0.01, 0.05) 0.01 
 
Table 17 
Customers’ PLS-SEM Indirect Path Results of CCV Mediation 
  β t p 
4 value propositions -> CCV: Affective Response 0.05 2.25 0.02 
4 value propositions -> CCV: Collaboration 0.05 2.25 0.03 
4 value propositions -> CCV: Contribution 0.05 2.25 0.03 
4 value propositions -> CCV: Meaningfulness 0.05 2.24 0.03 
4 value propositions -> CCV: Recognition 0.05 2.25 0.03 
4 value propositions -> Competitive service advantage 0.04 2.25 0.02 
4 value propositions -> Customer satisfaction 0.04 2.25 0.03 
4 value propositions -> Wellbeing 0.04 2.24 0.03 
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Employees  
Next, next the employee CCV mediation model was explored. During testing of the inner 
model Chronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, average variance extracted (AVE), and the 
composed reliability were analyzed. All outer item loadings of the model were statistically 
significant (p < 0.001) and above 0.60 (Hair et al., 2016).  The results are presented in Tables 18 
and 19 with Cronbach’s α: 0.85 - 0.98 confirming the internal consistency of the scales, the 
average variance extracted: 0.63 – 0.91 confirming the convergent validity, and AVEs above 
squared correlations confirming discriminant validity. Overall, the outer model displayed high 
reliability and validity, and, thus, was deemed acceptable for further analysis.  
Table 18 
Employee CCV Measurement Model Results 
  
Cronbach's 
alpha 
Composite 
reliability 
Average variance 
extracted (AVE) 
Co-created value 0.98 0.98 0.69 
Wellbeing 0.85 0.90 0.69 
Employee satisfaction 0.88 0.91 0.63 
Service competitive 
advantage 0.95 0.97 0.91 
 
Table 19 
Employees CCV Model Discriminant Validity 
          
  
Co-created 
value 
Competitive 
service 
advantage 
Employee 
Satisfaction Wellbeing 
Co-created value 0.83 
   Competitive service 
advantage 0.72 0.95 
  Employee Satisfaction 0.72 0.63 0.79
 Wellbeing 0.70 0.64 0.76 0.83
Note. Values on the diagonal (in bold) represent the square root of AVE. Lower diagonal 
value indicate factor correlations. 
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In the second stage of analysis outer model results were examined, VIFs ranged from 
1.00 to 1.01 showing no multicollinearity concerns in the model. The PLS-SEM direct path 
results are presented in Table 20, and the indirect path results in Table 21. The model predicted a 
moderate level of variance in employee wellbeing (R
2
 = 0.49), as well as a moderate level of
employee satisfaction (R
2
 = 0.53), and competitive service advantage (R
2
 = 0.51).  The model
path analysis is presented in Figure 30. 
Figure 30. Employees PLS-SEM Model of CCV mediation effect between value propositions 
and outcomes. 
Value propositions showed no significant influences on co-created value, as well as no 
significant influence on wellbeing, employee satisfaction and service advantage. However, 
employee’s CCV appraisal directly, positively and significantly influenced wellbeing (β = 0.70, t 
= 30.61), employee satisfaction (β = 0.72, t = 41.62), and competitive service advantage (β = 
0.72, t = 36.69). The strongest influence was shared between CCV appraisal on employee 
4 Value 
Propositions 
Co-Created 
Value 
Well-being 
Satisfaction 
Service 
Advantage 
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
0.72** 
0.70** 
0.72** 
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satisfaction and competitive service advantage. Nonetheless, the indirect effects of four value 
propositions were all non-significant. Therefore, the analysis rejected the mediation effect of 
CCV and H14 for employees. Overall, H14 is partially supported. 
Table 20 
Employees’ PLS-SEM Direct Paths Results of CCV Mediation 
  β t p  
CI (2.5% - 
97.5%) 
f
2
 
Co-created value -> Employee satisfaction 0.72 41.62 0.00 (0.67, 0.75) 1.10 
Co-created value -> Wellbeing 0.70 30.61 0.00 (0.66, 0.74) 0.97 
Co-created value -> Competitive service 
advantage 
0.72 36.69 0.00 (0.68, 0.75) 1.06 
4 value propositions -> Co-created value 
-
0.01 
0.13 0.89 (-0.06, 0.05) 0.00 
4 value propositions -> Competitive service 
advantage 
0.03 1.68 0.09 (-0.01, 0.06) 0.00 
4 value propositions -> Employee 
satisfaction 
-
0.01 
0.61 0.54 (-0.05, 0.02) 0.00 
4 value propositions -> Wellbeing 0.01 0.42 0.68 (-0.03, 0.05) 0.00 
 
Table 21 
Employees’ PLS-SEM Indirect Path Results of CCV Mediation 
  β t p 
4 value propositions -> CCV: Affective Response -0.003 0.135 0.893 
4 value propositions -> CCV: Collaboration -0.003 0.135 0.893 
4 value propositions -> CCV: Contribution -0.003 0.135 0.893 
4 value propositions -> CCV: Meaningfulness -0.003 0.135 0.893 
4 value propositions -> CCV: Recognition -0.003 0.135 0.893 
4 value propositions -> Competitive service 
advantage 
-0.003 0.135 0.893 
4 value propositions -> Employee satisfaction -0.003 0.135 0.893 
4 value propositions -> Wellbeing -0.002 0.135 0.893 
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Outcomes of collaboration 
 To explore differences between customers’ and employees’ evaluations of traditional and 
collaborative business models separate ANOVA’s were performed. Only strong SDT factors 
were considered. The business models were evaluated based on three dimensions of SDT 
motivation dimensions: extrinsic, identified extrinsic, and intrinsic; perceived value; and 
outcomes: wellbeing, satisfaction and competitive service advantage perceptions.  
 First, customers’ perceptions were examined. To test H15 collaborative business model 
strong SDT conditions were compared with traditional business model and the differences in the 
SDT motivation dimensions were analyzed. A two-way between-subjects ANOVA was 
conducted to determine differences in customer SDT motivation dimensions. Significant 
differences were determined between traditional and collaborative business models on SDT 
motivation, F (2, 2874) = 7.16, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = 0.01. The main effects between 
traditional and collaborative with strong SDT factors revealed significant differences toward 
collaborative business model with strong SDT factors: traditional (M = 3.93, SD = 1.77), 
collaborative (M=4.25, SD = 1.66). Furthermore, extrinsic (M = 3.23, SD = 1.37), identified 
extrinsic (M = 4.37, SD = 1.61) and intrinsic (M = 4.91, SD = 1.64) customer motivation were 
significantly different, with intrinsic motivation displaying the highest strength. Next, interaction 
effects were examined between business models and SDT motivation dimensions (Figure 31). 
The Tukey HSD’s displayed differences between traditional and collaborative business models 
for extrinsic motivation, but not for identified extrinsic and intrinsic. Therefore, H15 was 
partially supported. 
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Figure 31. Differences between traditional and collaborative with strong SDT factors on 
motivation. 
Furthermore, to test H16 and H16a ANOVA was performed to examine customers’ 
evaluation of perceived value when traditional and collaborative models were compared. Only 
results for the collaborative model with strong SDT factors were analyzed. There were no 
significant differences detected, F (1,958) = 0.30, p = 0.59. Therefore, H16 and H16a were 
rejected. 
Next, H17 was assessed utilizing a two-way MANOVA to test differences between 
traditional and collaborative models on customers’ perceptions of wellbeing, satisfaction and 
competitive advantage. The results of the analysis revealed no significant differences between 
collaborative and traditional business models on outcome variables: F (3, 956) = 1.22, p = 0.30, 
Wilks’ Lambda = 0.99. Therefore, H17 and H17a were rejected. 
Second, the employee perceptions of traditional and collaborative business models were 
examined. Only results for collaborative business models with strong SDT factors were analyzed 
with ANOVA. To test H18 the employee SDT motivation dimensions: extrinsic, identified 
extrinsic and intrinsic were studied and differences between business models were examined. 
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Overall, collaborative business model with strong SDT factors showed significant and positive 
differences with the traditional business model on SDT motivation, F (1, 2878) = 8.05, p < 0.01. 
Intrinsic motivation was significantly different when compared both with identified extrinsic and 
intrinsic, F (2, 2877) = 155.11, p < 0.001, with intrinsic motivation loading the strongest, 
followed by identified extrinsic and then intrinsic. However, the interaction effects between 
business models and SDT motivation dimensions was non-significant, F (2, 2874) = 0.80, p = 
0.45. Therefore, H18 was fully supported.  
To test H19 and H19a the employee value perceptions were compared for traditional 
business model and collaborative with strong SDT factors. The results of ANOVA revealed 
significant differences in two models on perceived value appraisal, F (1, 958) = 12.70, p < 0.001, 
partial eta squared = 0.01. Further analysis uncovered that employees involved in collaborative 
model with strong SDT factors (M = 7.26, SD = 1.53) showed significantly higher appraisal of 
overall value then employees of traditional business model (M = 6.85, SD = 1.53). Therefore, 
H19 and H19a were supported. 
Finally, H20 and H20a were tested utilizing MANOVA to examine the employee 
perceptions of wellbeing, job satisfaction and competitive service advantage when traditional and 
collaborative models were compared. Only strong SDT factors results were analyzed for 
collaborative business models. The results of analysis displayed a significant multivariate, F (3, 
956) = 4.68, p < 0.01, Wilk’s Lambda = 0.99, partial eta squared = 0.01. Further, the individual 
analysis of outcome variables revealed significant differences for employee’s perceptions of 
competitive advantage, F (1, 958) = 11.692, p < 0.001, with employees of the collaborative 
model with strong SDT (M = 5.62, SD = 1.22) showing higher evaluation then employees of the 
traditional business models (M = 5.30, SD = 1.32). Moreover, employees for collaborative 
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business model (M = 5.69, SD = 1.00) displayed significantly higher levels of employee 
satisfaction then employees of the traditional business models (M = 5.53, SD = 1.01), F (1, 958) 
= 4.18, p < 0.05. However, perceptions of wellbeing did not reveal any significant differences, F 
(1, 958) = 1.08, p = 0.30. Therefore, H20 was supported and H20a was partially supported. 
Study 3 
Demographics 
A generations-based quota sample was collected using Qualtrics, Inc. panel of 
respondents.  The same sampling technique deployed in Study 2 was used in Study 3. The final 
number of responses was 240. The demographics profile of respondents is presented in Table 22. 
The demographics questions were not mandatory, thus the number of responses for each question 
varied. Baby Boomers, Generation X and Millennials were equally represented with 33.33% for 
each cohort. The majority of the respondents were women (75.50%), white (81.60%), married 
(60.40%), with children (59.60%), with at least an undergraduate college degree or some college 
degree (70.40%), employed full-time (44.50%) or part-time (15.00%) and had a family income 
of $25,000 to $74,999 (48.30%).  
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Table 22 
Study 3 Demographics 
    f % 
Gender 
   
 
Male 60 25.0 
 
Female 180 75.0 
Children 
   
 
Yes 143 59.6 
 
No 97 40.4 
Marital Status 
  
 
Married 145 60.4 
 
Single 62 25.8 
 
Divorced/Separated 32 13.4 
 
No answer 1 0.4 
Education 
  
 
High School or Less 35 14.6 
 
College Degree or Less 169 70.4 
 
Post Grad or Professional Degree 36 15.0 
Ethnicity 
   
 
White 196 81.6 
 
African American 16 6.7 
 
Hispanic 11 4.6 
 
Asian 12 5.0 
 
Other 4 1.7 
 
No answer 1 0.4 
Employment 
  
 
Full Time 107 44.5 
 
Part Time 36 15.0 
 
Retired 37 15.4 
 
Student 15 6.3 
 
Unemployed 28 11.7 
 
Other 16 6.7 
 
No answer 1 0.4 
Household Income 
  
 
less than $24,999 22 9.2 
 
$25,000 to $49,999 61 25.4 
 
$50,000 to $74,999 55 22.9 
 
$75,000 to $99,999 45 18.8 
 
$100,000 to $149,999 25 10.4 
 
$150,000 or more 23 9.6 
 No answer 9 3.8 
Note. N = 240. 
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Validity and Reliability 
Study 3 used the same between-within subjects equal-cells experimental design as in 
Study 2, however the self-determination (SDT) factors tested were additive using a two-factor 
model: autonomy and relatedness and a three-factor model: autonomy, competence and 
relatedness. After identifying the generational cohort membership based on year of birth, 
respondents were asked if they worked in a customer service position anytime in their career. As 
noted earlier, respondents were first assigned to customer or employee conditions. Further, 
respondents were randomly and equally assigned to either an SDT additive two-factor or three-
factor model. Next, each respondent was presented with one of four value proposition scenarios 
followed by dependent variable measures. In total, four value propositions followed by SDT 
scenarios were presented to each respondent. Each experimental cell had exactly 20 respondents 
meeting the recommended minimum cell size (Hair et al., 2010). Each scenario was followed by 
manipulation checks examining the value proposition type and the strong SDT condition. All 
scenarios met the mean benchmark of 6.5 for value propositions established for this study (Table 
23). Furthermore, separate ANOVA’s were performed to examine the manipulations between 
two additive and one weak SDT conditions examined in Study 2. All scenarios showed 
significant differences in the correct direction. Therefore, the face validity of the scenarios was 
confirmed.  
Since Study 3 used the same dependent variables as Study 2, the internal consistency and 
reliability of dependent variables multi-item measures were established using Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficients, with a benchmark of 0.70 established by Hair et al. (2010). The results are presented 
in Table 24. All scales displayed acceptable levels of reliability.    
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Table 23 
Reliability of Measures Adapted in Study 3 
Scale Dimensions Adapted from Items 
Cronbach’s 
Alpha 
SDT motivation Gagné et al., 2015; 
Extrinsic 5 0.84 
Identified 
extrinsic 3 
0.92 
Intrinsic 3 0.95 
Co-created value 
Meaningfulness 5 0.96 
Collaboration 5 0.97 
Contribution 5 0.93 
Recognition 5 0.92 
Affective 
response 
5 0.98 
Value 
Zeithaml (1988); 
Cronin et al. (2000);  
3 0.93 
Wellbeing Kim et al. 2015; 4 0.80 
Service advantage 
Carbonell & Rodriguez-
Escudero, 2014; 
4 0.96 
Customer satisfaction Oliver, 1999; 5 0.96 
Employee 
Satisfaction 
Anderson et al., 2002; 6 0.83 
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Table 24 
Study 3 Manipulation Check 
Employees Customers 
Innovation Marketing Production Recovery Innovation Marketing Production Recovery 
Value proposition 8.01 (2.22) 8.68 (2.12) 9.23 (1.25) 9.24 (1.37) 7.83 (2.12) 8.27 (2.23) 8.75 (1.57) 8.55 (1.73) 
Self-Determination factors 
Autonomy 
Independent SDT 
(weak) 
4.10 (2.25) 3.93 (1.98) 4.43 (2.63) 4.97 (1.64) 4.10 (2.25) 4.63 (2.15) 5.00 (1.85) 5.07 (1.90) 
Additive SDT (2-
factor) 
8.28 (1.83) 8.85 (1.49) 9.22 (1.28) 9.35 (1.01) 8.28 (1.83) 8.52 (1.85) 8.12 (2.03) 8.22 (1.91) 
Additive SDT (3-
factor) 
8.00 (2.21) 8.85 (1.85) 9.28 (1.29) 9.20 (1.41) 8.00 (2.21) 7.80 (2.58) 8.53 (1.67) 8.53 (1.56) 
F-value 74.07*** 151.45*** 136.20*** 196.22*** 74.01*** 52.22*** 64.80*** 68.10*** 
Relatedness 
Independent SDT 
(weak) 
5.37 (194) 5.77 (1.76) 5.60 (2.03) 5.57 (1.78) 5.23 (1.95) 4.53 (2.09) 5.33 (1.78) 5.22 (1.83) 
Additive SDT (2-
factor) 
8.98 (1.17) 8.75 (1.42) 9.08 (1.47) 9.15 (1.36) 8.18 (1.90) 8.03 (2.17) 8.02 (2.02) 7.82 (2.14) 
Additive SDT (3-
factor) 
8.65 (1.56) 8.87 (1.50) 9.12 (1.29) 9.17 (1.40) 8.20 (2.21) 8.02 (2.50) 8.35 (1.72) 8.35 (1.87) 
F-value 95.01* 75.39* 92.83* 110.65* 42.83* 47.75* 48.10* 44.36* 
Competence 
Independent SDT 
(weak) 
3.7 (1.99) 3.88 (1.98) 3.93 (1.99) 3.42 (2.06) 4.80 (2.35) 4.57 (2.27) 5.33 (1.91) 5.05 (2.12) 
Additive SDT (3-
factor) 
8.45 (207) 8.52 (1.96) 8.75 (2.09) 8.78 (1.53) 8.03 (1.99) 8.12 (2.48) 8.28 (2.00) 8.65 (1.35) 
F-value 163.85* 166.23* 167.27* 262.26* 65.91* 66.89* 59.34* 123.16* 
Note. ***p < 0.001 
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Hypotheses Testing 
Study 3 explored customers and employees perceptions of value creation outcomes and 
motivation when self-determination needs are satisfied based on the additive impact of 
autonomy, competence and relatedness. Two SDT additive models were analyzed: two-factor 
(autonomy-relatedness) and three-factor model (autonomy-competence-relatedness). Study 3 is 
focused on examining the additive effects of SDT factors and their influence on value appraisal, 
wellbeing, satisfaction and competitive service advantage perceptions both from customer and 
employee perspective. The additive SDT factors manipulated for collaborative service providers 
were compared to independent SDT factor results established in Study 2 and also compared to 
the traditional business model service provider.  
The data was examined for linearity, multivariate normality and presence of outliers 
based on Mahalanobis distance (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). When SDT factor scenarios were 
examined based on seven dependent variables (N = 240), 24 outliers were determined. After 
case-per-case analysis all cases were retained for further analysis. Box’s Test of Equality of 
Covariance Matrices and Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances was performed and 
analyzed for each hypothesis test. Based on the equal-cell experimental design assumptions, no 
violations were detected using Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) suggested approaches. 
The next section is organized based on the Hypotheses presented in Chapter 2 for Study 3 
and dependent variables tested. 
Co-Created Value. 
Based on results found in Study 2, it was further hypothesized that customers and 
employees will have different appraisal of co-created value (CCV) when involved in 
collaboration using additive SDT factors. To test H21, MANOVA was conducted to examine the 
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interaction effect between customers versus employees and two additive SDT factors on five 
dimensions of CCV. Significant interaction was detected, F (5, 952) = 2.99, p < 0.01, Wilk’s 
Lambda = 0.98, partial eta squared = 0.02. Furthermore, significant differences were revealed on 
meaningfulness, collaboration and contribution dimensions of CCV (Table 25).  Overall, 
employees consistently evaluated additive SDT factor collaboration instances higher than 
customers. Therefore, H21 was partially supported. 
Table 25 
Results of Between-Subjects ANOVA Customers versus Employees on Dimensions of CCV 
  F (1, 956) p-value η2 
Meaningfulness 7.86 0.005 0.01 
Collaboration 6.19 0.013 0.01 
Contribution 5.06 0.044 0.01 
Recognition 0.54 0.465 
 
Affective response 1.93 0.165   
 
 Tukey’s HSD post-hoc comparisons (Figure 32) for meaningfulness revealed significant 
differences in the two-factor SDT model between customers (M = 5.08, SD = 1.50) and 
employees (M = 6.01, SD = 0.96), and in the three-factor SDT model between customers (M = 
5.31, SD = 1.32) and employees (M = 5.80, SD = 1.17). Furthermore, when collaboration results 
were examined there were significant differences in the two-factor SDT model between 
customers (M = 5.25, SD = 1.39) and employees (M = 6.22, SD = 0.98), and in the three-factor 
SDT model: customers (M = 5.40, SD = 1.31) and employees (M = 5.99, SD = 1.00). The same 
findings were revealed for contribution additive SDT factors: two-factor model customers (M = 
5.10, SD = 1.35) and employees (M = 6.04, SD = 0.92) and three-factor model customers (M = 
5.34, SD = 1.28) and employees (M = 6.00, SD = 0.91).  Interestingly, in every case employees 
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evaluated the two-factor model higher than a three-factor model while customers evaluated a 
three-factor SDT model higher than a two-factor SDT model.  
A. Meaningfulness B. Collaboration
C. Contribution
Figure 32. Interaction effects of additive SDT factors and customer versus employee on CCV 
dimensions. 
SDT Additive Impact 
To test the additive impact of SDT factors on CCV and outcome variables, and compare 
the influence of additive SDT factors with independent strong SDT factors, and compare 
collaborative business model the partial-least squares structural equation modeling multi-group 
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analysis (PLS-MGA) was performed following procedure and benchmarks outlined by Hair et al. 
(2016). Since customers and employees were found appraising CCV differently, hypothesis 
testing was conducted separately for customers and employees. The conditions tested with PLS-
MGA to examine H22 – H25 are presented in Table 26. 
Table 26 
Partial Least Squares Multi-Group Analysis: Conditions Compared 
H22,  H24 
Independent versus Additive 
H23, H25 
Collaborative versus Traditional 
Independent 1: autonomy – strong 
Independent 2: competence – strong 
Independent 3: relatedness – strong 
Additive 1: autonomy – relatedness 
Additive 2: autonomy – competence - 
relatedness 
Collaborative 1: autonomy – strong 
Collaborative 2: competence – strong 
Collaborative 3: relatedness – strong 
Collaborative 4: autonomy – relatedness 
Collaborative 5: autonomy – competence -
relatedness  
Traditional: general 
 
SDT motivation dimensions: extrinsic, identified extrinsic, and intrinsic, and CCV 
dimensions, perceived value and outcome variables: wellbeing, customer or job satisfaction, and 
competitive service advantage were used as continuous endogenous variables. Five dimensions 
of CCV were used to form a second order reflective construct (Busser & Shulga, under review). 
Customers  
First, to test H22 comparisons between five groups representing independent and additive 
SDT factors were performed. The model included the three dimensions of SDT motivation, 
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CCV, wellbeing, customer satisfaction and customers’ perceptions of competitive service 
advantage (Figure 24). In the first stage of the analysis the outer model was analyzed for 
reliability, convergent and discriminant validity of the reflective measures included in the model. 
Chronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, average variance extracted (AVE), and the composed 
reliability were used to establish reliability, convergent and discriminant validity of the scales 
(Hair et al., 2016). All outer item loadings of the model were statistically significant (p < 0.001) 
and above 0.60.  The results are presented in Tables 27 and 28 with Cronbach’s α: 0.80 - 0.98 
confirming the internal consistency of the scales, the average variance extracted: 0.55 – 0.93 
confirming the convergent validity, and AVEs above squared correlations confirming 
discriminant validity. Overall, the outer model displayed high reliability and validity, and, thus, 
was deemed acceptable for further analysis.  
Table 27 
Customer SDT Measurement Model Results 
Cronbach's Alpha 
Composite 
Reliability 
Average Variance 
Extracted (AVE) 
Extrinsic motivation 0.89 0.90 0.55 
Identified motivation 0.92 0.95 0.86 
Intrinsic motivation 0.95 0.97 0.90 
Co-created value 0.98 0.98 0.69 
Service advantage 0.96 0.97 0.93 
Customer satisfaction 0.97 0.98 0.90 
Wellbeing 0.79 0.86 0.60 
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Table 28 
Customer SDT Model Discriminant Validity 
  
Co-
created 
value 
Service 
advantage 
Customer 
satisfaction Extrinsic Identified Intrinsic Wellbeing 
Co-created 
value 0.83 
      Service 
advantage 0.80 0.96 
     Customer 
satisfaction 0.81 0.82 0.95 
    Extrinsic 0.48 0.38 0.33 0.74 
   Identified 0.69 0.62 0.58 0.64 0.93 
  Intrinsic 0.74 0.65 0.65 0.55 0.71 0.95 
 Wellbeing 0.74 0.74 0.82 0.30 0.55 0.58 0.78 
Note. Values on the diagonal (in bold) represent the square root of AVE. Lower diagonal 
value indicate factor correlations. 
 
In the second stage of analysis outer model results were examined, the VIFs ranged from 
1.00 to 2.07 showing no multicollinearity concerns in the model. The PLS-SEM direct path 
results are presented in Table 29. The model predicted a high level of variance in customers’ co-
created value appraisal (R
2
 = 0.60), as well as a high level of customers’ competitive service 
advantage perceptions in co-creation (R
2
 = 0.64) and high level of customer satisfaction (R
2
 = 
0.65). However, only a moderate level of variance in customer wellbeing (R
2
 = 0.55) was found.  
The model path analysis is presented in Figure 33.  
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Figure 33. Customer PLS-SEM model of SDT factors in collaborative business model.***p < 
0.001.
Intrinsic motivation directly and positively affected customers appraisal of CCV (β = 
0.50, t = 23.14) and identified extrinsic motivation also directly and positively affected 
customers’ appraisal of CCV (β = 0.35, t = 14.34). Interestingly, extrinsic motivation did not 
significantly influence customers co-created value appraisal, however identified extrinsic and 
intrinsic both positively affected CCV appraisal. The strongest impact was from intrinsic 
motivation on CCV.  
Customers’ CCV appraisal directly, positively and significantly influenced wellbeing (β 
= 0.74, t = 71.34), customer satisfaction (β = 0.81, t = 77.13), and competitive service advantage 
(β = 0.80, t = 86.98). The strongest influence was shared between CCV appraisal for customer 
satisfaction and competitive service advantage. Overall, the customer model for SDT factors was 
deemed appropriate. 
SDT: extrinsic 
SDT: identified 
SDT: intrinsic 
Co-created value 
(2nd order) 
Service 
Advantage 
Satisfaction 
Wellbeing 
n.s. 
.35*** 
.50*** 
.74*** 
.81***  
.80*** 
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The PLS-MGA results are presented in Table 29 and Table 30. First, the path coefficient 
differences were compared for the three-factor model (autonomy-competence-relatedness) and 
the two-factor model (autonomy-relatedness), strong-autonomy, strong-competence, and strong-
relatedness. All differences were positive pointing to positive additive influences of the three-
factor model. Specifically, the path from intrinsic motivation to CCV three-factor model was 
higher and significantly different from the two-factor model. The path from co-created value to 
wellbeing from three-factor model was higher and significantly different from strong-
competence model. Further, the loadings between CCV dimensions were examined. The paths of 
three-factor model were higher and significantly different from other models based on 
collaboration and contribution; recognition was higher and significantly different for three-factor 
model and strong-competence model.  
Next, the path coefficient differences were compared for the two-factor model and other 
models. No significant differences were detected between two- and three- factor model, and two- 
and strong-autonomy models. However, the two-factor model was higher and significantly 
different on the dimensions of CCV from strong-competence (contribution, recognition and 
affective response) and strong-relatedness (collaboration and recognition). Therefore, the 
analysis supported the additive effect of the three-factor model over two-factor model and 
independent SDT factors and two-factor model over independent SDT factors. Thus, H22 was 
supported. 
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Table 29 
Customer PLS-SEM Model of SDT Factors in Collaborative Business Model: Direct Paths 
Results 
β t p 
CI (2.5% - 
97.5%) 
Extrinsic -> Co-created value -0.02 0.84 0.401 (-0.05, 0.02) 
Identified -> Co-created value 0.35 14.34 0.000 (0.30, 0.39) 
Intrinsic -> Co-created value 0.50 23.14 0.000 (0.46, 0.55) 
Co-created value -> wellbeing 0.74 71.34 0.000 (0.72, 0.76) 
Co-created value -> customer 
satisfaction  
0.81 77.13 0.000 (0.78, 0.82) 
Co-created value -> service advantage 0.80 86.98 0.000 (0.01, 0.06) 
Table 30 
Customers’ SDT Factors Paths Coefficients Differences: Three-Factor ACR (Autonomy, 
Competence, Relatedness) Model to Others 
ACR - 
autonomy-
relatedness 
ACR - 
autonomy 
ACR - 
competence 
ACR - 
relatedness 
Co-created value -> meaningfulness 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 
Co-created value -> collaboration 0.03 0.08*** 0.05*** 0.09*** 
Co-created value -> contribution 0.03 0.01** 0.10*** 0.04* 
Co-created value -> recognition 0.04 0.00 0.07* 0.04 
Co-created value -> affective 
response 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.02 
Co-created value -> wellbeing 0.04 0.01 0.08* 0.03 
Co-created value -> customer 
satisfaction  0.07 0.04 0.08 0.02 
Co-created value -> service 
advantage 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.00 
Extrinsic -> Co-created value 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.00 
Identified -> Co-created value 0.09 0.21 0.11 0.14 
Intrinsic -> Co-created value 0.16* 0.14 0.05 0.02 
Note. *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001. 
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Table 31 
Customers’ SDT Factors Paths Coefficients Differences: Two-Factor (Autonomy-Relatedness) 
Model to Others 
  
Autonomy-
relatedness 
- ACR 
Autonomy-
relatedness 
- autonomy 
Autonomy-
relatedness 
- 
competence 
Autonomy-
relatedness - 
relatedness 
Co-created value -> 
meaningfulness 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.02 
Co-created value -> collaboration 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.05* 
Co-created value -> contribution 0.03 0.07 0.07* 0.01 
Co-created value -> recognition 0.04 0.04 0.12*** 0.08** 
Co-created value -> affective 
response 0.01 0.02 0.05* 0.03 
Co-created value -> wellbeing 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.02 
Co-created value -> customer 
satisfaction  0.07 0.02 0.01 0.05 
Co-created value -> service 
advantage 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.05 
Extrinsic -> Co-created value 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.01 
Identified -> Co-created value 0.09 0.12 0.02 0.05 
Intrinsic -> Co-created value -0.16* 0.02 0.11 0.14 
Note. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. 
 
Second, to test H23 comparisons between six groups representing independent and 
additive SDT factors of collaborative business model and traditional business model were 
performed. The model included the three dimensions of SDT motivation, perceived value, 
wellbeing, customer satisfaction and customers’ perceptions of competitive service advantage 
(Figure 22). In the first stage of the analysis the outer model was analyzed for reliability, 
convergent and discriminant validity of the reflective measures included in the model. 
Chronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, average variance extracted (AVE), and the composed 
reliability were used to establish reliability, convergent and discriminant validity of the scales 
(Hair et al., 2016). All outer item loadings of the model were statistically significant (p < 0.001) 
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and above 0.60.  The results are presented in Tables 32 and 33 with Cronbach’s α: 0.80 - 0.96 
confirming the internal consistency of the scales, the average variance extracted: 0.51 – 0.93 
confirming the convergent validity, and AVEs above squared correlations confirming 
discriminant validity. Overall, the outer model displayed high reliability and validity, and, thus, 
was deemed acceptable for further analysis.  
Table 32 
Customer Collaborative Versus Traditional Measurement Model Results 
  
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Composite 
Reliability 
Average Variance 
Extracted (AVE) 
Extrinsic motivation 0.90 0.90 0.51 
Identified extrinsic 
motivation 0.92 0.95 0.86 
Intrinsic motivation 0.95 0.97 0.90 
Perceived value 0.96 0.97 0.92 
Service advantage 0.96 0.97 0.93 
Customer satisfaction 0.96 0.97 0.92 
Wellbeing 0.80 0.85 0.60 
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Table 33 
Customer Collaborative Versus Traditional Model Discriminant Validity 
  
Service 
advantage 
Customer 
satisfaction 
Extrinsic 
motivation 
Identified 
extrinsic 
motivation 
Intrinsic 
motivation 
Perceived 
value Wellbeing 
Service 
advantage 0.96 
      Customer 
satisfaction 0.81 0.95 
     Extrinsic 
motivation 0.37 0.32 0.71 
    Identified 
extrinsic 
motivation 0.60 0.57 0.63 0.93 
   Intrinsic 
motivation 0.65 0.65 0.54 0.70 0.95 
  Perceived 
value 0.84 0.80 0.39 0.65 0.69 0.96 
 Wellbeing 0.73 0.81 0.30 0.54 0.59 0.74 0.77
Note. Values on the diagonal (in bold) represent the square root of AVE. Lower diagonal value 
indicate factor correlations. 
 
In the second stage of analysis outer model results were examined, VIFs ranged from 
1.00 to 2.41 showing no multicollinearity concerns in the model. The PLS-SEM direct path 
results are presented in Table 34. The model predicted a high level of variance in customer 
satisfaction (R
2
 = 0.64), as well as a high level of customers’ competitive service advantage 
perceptions (R
2
 = 0.71). However, only a moderate level of variance in customer wellbeing (R
2
 = 
0.55) and perceived value (R
2
 = 0.54) was found.  The model path analysis is presented in Figure 
34.  
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Figure 34. Customer PLS-SEM model of collaborative versus traditional business model. ***p < 
0.001. 
Intrinsic motivation directly and positively affected customers perceived value appraisal 
(β = 0.48, t = 21.40) and identified extrinsic motivation also directly and positively affected 
customers’ appraisal of perceived value (β = 0.38, t = 14.84). Interestingly, extrinsic motivation 
negatively and significantly affected perceived value (β = -0.10, t = 5.93). The strongest impact 
was from intrinsic motivation on perceived value.  
Customers’ perceived value appraisal directly, positively and significantly influenced 
wellbeing (β = 0.74, t = 73.36), customer satisfaction (β = 0.80, t = 83.07), and competitive 
service advantage (β = 0.84, t = 99.45). The strongest influence was shared between perceived 
value appraisal on customer satisfaction and competitive service advantage. Overall, the 
customer model for collaborative versus traditional business models was deemed appropriate. 
SDT: extrinsic 
SDT: identified 
SDT: intrinsic 
Perceived value  
Service 
Advantage 
Satisfaction 
Wellbeing 
-0.11*** 
.38*** 
.48*** 
.74*** 
.80*** 
.84***  
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Further, the PLS-MGA was performed. The results are presented in Table 35. First, the 
path coefficient differences were compared between the three-factor collaborative SDT model 
(autonomy-competence-relatedness) and traditional business model. Significant and positive 
differences were detected in the path coefficients of identified extrinsic motivation on perceived 
value. When the traditional business model was compared to the two-factor model (autonomy-
relatedness), strong-autonomy, strong-competence, and strong-relatedness models, identified 
extrinsic motivation was also significant and negative. In other words, SDT factor models 
showed higher and positive influence on perceived value, and traditional business model showed 
a non-significant path from identified extrinsic to perceived value. However, traditional business 
model showed positive and significant differences in paths coefficients when compared with 
autonomy-relatedness in the path from intrinsic motivation to perceived value, and when with 
strong-autonomy in the path from extrinsic motivation to perceived value. Overall, the analysis 
revealed the preference for the collaborative business model over traditional business model 
based on the identified extrinsic motivation only. Thus, H23 was partially supported. 
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Table 34 
Customer PLS-SEM Model of Collaborative and Traditional Business Models: Direct Paths 
Results 
  β t p  
CI (2.5% - 
97.5%) 
Extrinsic -> Perceived value -0.10 5.93 0.000 (-0.14, -0.07) 
Identified -> Perceived value 0.38 14.84 0.000 (0.33, 0.43) 
Intrinsic -> Perceived value 0.48 21.40 0.000 (0.43, 0.52) 
Perceived value -> wellbeing 0.74 73.36 0.000 (0.83, 0.86) 
Perceived value -> customer satisfaction  0.80 83.07 0.000 (0.78, 0.82) 
Perceived value -> service advantage 0.84 99.45 0.000 (0.72, 0.76) 
 
Table 35 
Customers’ Paths Coefficients Differences: Three-Factor ACR (Autonomy, Competence, 
Relatedness) Model to Traditional, and Traditional to Others 
  
ACR - 
traditional 
 Traditional 
– autonomy-
relatedness 
Traditional 
- 
autonomy  
Traditional 
- 
competence 
Traditional 
- 
relatedness 
Extrinsic -> Perceived 
value 0.22 0.25 0.33* 0.17 0.13 
Identified -> Perceived 
value 0.33** -0.51** -0.52** -0.46** -0.39** 
Intrinsic -> Perceived 
value 0.10 0.28** 0.13 0.14 0.11 
Perceived value -> 
wellbeing 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.08 0.10 
Perceived value -> 
customer satisfaction  0.04 0.07 0.06 0.02 0.07 
Perceived value -> 
service advantage 0.06 0.10 0.08 0.10 0.07 
Note. *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001. 
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Employees  
To test H24 comparisons between five groups representing independent and additive 
SDT factors for employees were performed. The model included the three dimensions of SDT 
motivation, CCV, wellbeing, job satisfaction and employees’ perceptions of competitive service 
advantage (Figure 35). First, the outer model was analyzed for reliability, convergent and 
discriminant validity of the reflective measures included in the model. Chronbach’s alpha, 
composite reliability, average variance extracted (AVE), and the composed reliability were used 
to establish reliability, convergent and discriminant validity of the scales (Hair et al., 2016). All 
outer item loadings of the model were statistically significant (p < 0.001) and above 0.60.  The 
results are presented in Tables 36 and 37 with Cronbach’s α: 0.83 - 0.98 confirming the internal 
consistency of the scales, the average variance extracted: 0.52 – 0.91 confirming the convergent 
validity, and AVEs above squared correlations confirming discriminant validity. Overall, the 
outer model displayed high reliability and validity, and, thus, was deemed acceptable for further 
analysis.  
Table 36 
Employees SDT Measurement Model Results 
        
  Cronbach's Alpha Composite Reliability 
Average Variance 
Extracted (AVE) 
Extrinsic motivation 0.83 0.87 0.52 
Identified extrinsic 
motivation 0.91 0.94 0.85 
Intrinsic motivation 0.93 0.96 0.88 
Co-created value 0.98 0.98 0.71 
Service advantage 0.95 0.97 0.91 
Job satisfaction 0.88 0.91 0.62 
Wellbeing 0.87 0.91 0.72 
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Table 37 
Employees SDT Model Discriminant Validity 
  
Co-
created 
value 
Service 
advantage 
Job 
satisfaction Extrinsic Identified Intrinsic Wellbeing 
Co-created 
value 0.84 
      Service 
advantage 0.74 0.96 
     Job 
satisfaction 0.75 0.65 0.79 
    Extrinsic 0.56 0.49 0.42 0.72
   Identified 0.71 0.60 0.60 0.65 0.92
  Intrinsic 0.77 0.61 0.65 0.61 0.78 0.94
 Wellbeing 0.74 0.67 0.77 0.48 0.61 0.65 0.85 
Note. Values on the diagonal (in bold) represent the square root of AVE. Lower diagonal 
value indicate factor correlations. 
 
Second, the outer model results were examined, the VIFs ranged from 1.00 to 2.63 
showing no multicollinearity concerns in the model. The PLS-SEM direct path results are 
presented in Table 38. The model predicted a high level of variance in employees' co-created 
value appraisal (R
2
 = 0.63). However, only a moderate level of variance was predicted in 
employee wellbeing (R
2
 = 0.55), job satisfaction (R
2
 = 0.56), and competitive service advantage 
(R
2
 = 0.54).  The model path analysis is presented in Figure 35.  
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Figure 35. Employee PLS-SEM model of SDT factors in collaborative business model. ***p < 
0.001. 
Intrinsic motivation directly and positively affected employees’ appraisal of CCV (β = 
0.52, t = 17.76), extrinsic motivation positively and significantly affected CCV (β = 0.07, t = 
3.70), and identified extrinsic motivation also directly and positively affected employees’ 
appraisal of CCV (β = 0.26, t = 9.50). Interestingly, the strongest impact was from intrinsic 
motivation on CCV, and extrinsic motivation affected CCV appraisal marginally.  
Employees’ CCV appraisal directly, positively and significantly influenced wellbeing (β 
= 0.74, t = 45.09), job satisfaction (β = 0.75, t = 53.40), and competitive service advantage (β = 
0.74, t = 45.33). Thus, CCV affected the outcomes variables uniformly. Overall, the customer 
model for SDT factors was deemed appropriate. 
PLS-MGA results are presented in Table 39 and Table 40. First, the path coefficient 
differences were compared for the three-factor model (autonomy-competence-relatedness) and 
SDT: extrinsic 
SDT: identified 
SDT: intrinsic 
Co-created value 
(2nd order) 
Service 
Advantage 
Satisfaction 
Wellbeing 
0.07* ** 
.27*** 
.52*** 
.74*** 
.75*** 
.74*** 
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the two-factor model (autonomy-relatedness), strong-autonomy, strong-competence, and strong-
relatedness. All differences were positive pointing to positive additive influences of the three-
factor model. Specifically, the path from CCV on wellbeing for the three-factor model was 
higher and significantly different from the two-factor model. The path from co-created value to 
wellbeing from the three-factor model was higher and significantly different other models as 
well. The path from co-created value to service advantage was higher and significantly different 
from the three-factor model and strong-autonomy model. The path from identified extrinsic 
motivation was higher and significantly different from the three-factor model and strong-
competence model. Finally, the paths from CCV on job satisfaction and CCV on service 
advantage were higher and significantly different from the three-factor model and strong-
relatedness model.  
Further, the loadings between CCV dimensions were examined. The paths of the three-
factor model were higher and significantly different from other models based on meaningfulness; 
contribution, recognition and affective response were higher and significantly different for the 
three-factor model and two-factor model; recognition was higher and significantly different for 
the three-factor model and strong-autonomy model; and contribution and affective response were 
higher and significantly different for the three-factor model and strong-relatedness model.  
Next, the path coefficient differences were compared for the two-factor model and other 
models. No significant differences were detected between the two- and three- factor models, and 
two- and strong-autonomy models. However, the two-factor model was higher and significantly 
different for the path from identified extrinsic motivation on CCV between the two-factor model 
and strong-autonomy and strong-competence models. Furthermore, the two-factor model showed 
differences in paths from the strong-competence model from CCV on wellbeing. Therefore, the 
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analysis supported employees’ additive effect of the three-factor model over the two-factor 
model and independent SDT factors and two-factor model over independent SDT factors. Thus, 
H24 was supported. 
Table 38 
Employee PLS-SEM Model of SDT Factors in Collaborative Business Model: Direct Paths 
Results 
  β t p  
CI (2.5% - 
97.5%) 
Extrinsic -> Co-created value 0.07 3.70 0.000 (0.03, 0.11) 
Identified -> Co-created value 0.26 9.50 0.000 (0.21, 0.32) 
Intrinsic -> Co-created value 0.52 17.76 0.000 (0.46, 0.57) 
Co-created value -> wellbeing 0.74 45.09 0.000 (0.71, 0.77) 
Co-created value -> job satisfaction  0.75 53.40 0.000 (0.72, 0.78) 
Co-created value -> service advantage 0.74 45.33 0.000 (0.70, 0.77) 
 
Table 39 
Employees’ SDT Factors Paths Coefficients Differences: Three-Factor ACR (Autonomy, 
Competence, Relatedness) Model to Others 
  
ACR - 
Autonomy-
Relatedness 
ACR - 
Autonomy 
ACR - 
Competence 
ACR - 
Relatedness 
Co-created value -> meaningfulness 0.05** 0.06*** 0.03* 0.11*** 
Co-created value -> collaboration 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.02 
Co-created value -> contribution 0.06*** 0.02 0.01 0.07** 
Co-created value -> recognition 0.09* 0.08** 0.02 0.02 
Co-created value -> affective response 0.06* 0.04 0.02 0.10* 
Co-created value -> wellbeing 0.09* 0.13** 0.26** 0.19** 
Co-created value -> job satisfaction  0.00 0.04 0.02 0.18* 
Co-created value -> service advantage 0.10 0.12* 0.03 0.25** 
Extrinsic -> Co-created value 0.02 0.03 0.07 0.07 
Identified -> Co-created value 0.11 0.12 0.22* 0.04 
Intrinsic -> Co-created value 0.14 0.07 0.08 0.03 
Note. *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001. 
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Table 40 
Employees’ SDT Factors Paths Coefficients Differences: Two-Factor (Autonomy, Relatedness) 
Model to Others 
  
Autonomy-
Relatedness 
- ACR 
Autonomy-
relatedness 
- 
Autonomy 
Autonomy-
relatedness 
- 
Competence 
Autonomy-
relatedness 
- 
Relatedness 
Co-created value -> meaningfulness 0.05 0.01 0.02 0.05 
Co-created value -> collaboration 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.04 
Co-created value -> contribution 0.06 0.04 0.05 0.01 
Co-created value -> recognition 0.09 0.01 0.11 0.07 
Co-created value -> affective response 0.06 0.03 0.04 0.04 
Co-created value -> wellbeing 0.09 0.04 0.17* 0.10 
Co-created value -> job satisfaction  0.00 0.04 0.02 0.18 
Co-created value -> service advantage 0.10 0.02 0.07 0.15 
Extrinsic -> Co-created value 0.02 0.01 0.09 0.09 
Identified -> Co-created value 0.11 0.24* 0.33** 0.15 
Intrinsic -> Co-created value 0.14 0.21 0.22 0.11 
Note. *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001. 
Lastly, to test H25 comparisons between six groups representing independent and 
additive SDT factors of collaborative business model and traditional business model were 
performed for employees. The model included the three dimensions of SDT motivation, 
perceived value, wellbeing, customer satisfaction and customers’ perceptions of competitive 
service advantage (Figure 36). To start, the outer model was analyzed for the reliability, 
convergent and discriminant validity of the reflective measures included in the model. 
Chronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, average variance extracted (AVE), and the composed 
reliability were used to establish reliability, convergent and discriminant validity of the scales 
(Hair et al., 2016). All outer item loadings of the model were statistically significant (p < 0.001) 
and above 0.60.  The results are presented in Tables 41 and 42 with Cronbach’s α: 0.83 - 0.95 
confirming the internal consistency of the scales, the average variance extracted: 0.58 – 0.91 
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confirming the convergent validity, and AVEs above squared correlations confirming 
discriminant validity. Overall, the outer model displayed high reliability and validity, and, thus, 
was deemed acceptable for further analysis.  
Table 41 
Employee Collaborative Versus Traditional Measurement Model Results 
  Cronbach's Alpha 
Composite 
Reliability 
Average 
Variance 
Extracted 
(AVE) 
Extrinsic motivation 0.83 0.87 0.58 
Identified extrinsic motivation 0.91 0.94 0.85 
Intrinsic motivation 0.93 0.96 0.88 
Perceived value 0.94 0.96 0.89 
Service advantage 0.95 0.97 0.91 
Job satisfaction 0.87 0.90 0.62 
Wellbeing 0.87 0.91 0.72 
 
Table 42 
Employee Collaborative Versus Traditional Model Discriminant Validity 
                
  
Service 
advantage 
Customer 
satisfaction 
Extrinsic 
motivation 
Identified 
extrinsic 
motivation 
Intrinsic 
motivation 
Perceived 
value Wellbeing 
Service 
advantage 0.96 
      Job 
satisfaction 0.64 0.78 
     Extrinsic 
motivation 0.50 0.43 0.76 
    Identified 
extrinsic 
motivation 0.61 0.60 0.66 0.92 
   Intrinsic 
motivation 0.63 0.65 0.62 0.78 0.94 
  Perceived 
value 0.71 0.70 0.52 0.67 0.70 0.94 
 Wellbeing 0.67 0.76 0.50 0.62 0.67 0.73 0.85
Note. Values on the diagonal (in bold) represent the square root of AVE. Lower diagonal value indicate 
factor correlations. 
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In the second stage of analysis outer model results were examined, the VIFs ranged from 
1.00 to 2.92 showing no multicollinearity concerns in the model. The PLS-SEM direct path 
results are presented in Table 43. The model predicted a moderate level of variance in employee 
perceived value appraisal (R
2
 = 0.53), as well as service advantage perceptions (R
2
 = 0.51), 
customer wellbeing (R
2
 = 0.53) and job satisfaction (R
2
 = 0.50).  The model path analysis is 
presented in Figure 36.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 36. Employee PLS-SEM model of collaborative versus traditional business model. *p < 
0.01. **p < 0.001. 
Intrinsic motivation directly and positively affected employee appraisal of perceived 
value (β = 0.44, t = 14.47), identified extrinsic motivation also directly and positive affected 
employee appraisal of perceived value (β = 0.29, t = 9.05) as well as extrinsic motivation (β = 
0.06, t = 2.54). Interestingly, extrinsic motivation only marginally influenced employee 
perceived value appraisal while intrinsic motivation had the strongest influence.  
SDT: extrinsic 
SDT: identified 
SDT: intrinsic 
Perceived value  
Service 
Advantage 
Satisfaction 
Wellbeing 
0.06** 
.29*** 
.44*** 
.73***  
.70***  
.71***  
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Employees’ perceived value appraisal directly, positively and significantly influenced 
wellbeing (β = 0.73, t = 65.46), job satisfaction (β = 0.70, t = 54.78), and competitive service 
advantage (β = 0.71, t = 43.99). Employee perceived value appraisal evenly affected three 
outcome variables: employee wellbeing, job satisfaction, and service advantage perceptions. 
Overall, the employee model of differences between collaborative and traditional was deemed 
appropriate for further analysis. 
PLS-MGA results are presented in Table 44. First, the path coefficient differences were 
compared between the three-factor collaborative SDT model (autonomy-competence-
relatedness) and traditional business model. No significant differences were detected. Next, paths 
coefficients of traditional and two-factor SDT models were compared and no significant 
differences were identified. However, when paths of traditional business model were compared 
with strong independent SDT factors, the traditional business model paths showed higher and 
significantly different paths in wellbeing for strong-autonomy and strong-relatedness models; 
and in the paths between perceived value and service advantage for all three strong independent 
SDT models. Overall, the analysis revealed no differences between additive and traditional 
business models for employees; and preference of traditional over strong independent SDT 
factors. Thus, H25 was rejected. 
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Table 43 
Employee PLS-SEM Model of Collaborative and Traditional Business Models: Direct Paths 
Results 
β t p 
CI (2.5% - 
97.5%) 
Extrinsic -> Perceived value 0.06 2.54 0.011 (0.02, 0.10) 
Identified -> Perceived value 0.29 9.05 0.000 (0.23, 0.35) 
Intrinsic -> Perceived value 0.44 14.47 0.000 (0.38, 0.50) 
Perceived value -> wellbeing 0.73 65.46 0.000 (0.68, 0.74) 
Perceived value -> job satisfaction  0.70 54.78 0.000 (0.68, 0.73) 
Perceived value -> service advantage 0.71 43.99 0.000 (0.71, 0.75) 
Table 44 
Employee Path Coefficient Differences: Three-Factor ACR (Autonomy, Competence, 
Relatedness) Model to Traditional, and Traditional Compared to Others 
ACR - 
Traditional 
Traditional 
– 
Autonomy-
Relatedness 
Traditional 
- 
Autonomy 
Traditional 
- 
Competence 
Traditional 
- 
Relatedness 
Extrinsic -> Perceived 
value 0.04 0.01 0.12 0.03 0.18 
Identified -> Perceived 
value 0.10 0.05 0.10 0.05 0.05 
Intrinsic -> Perceived 
value 0.12 0.02 0.03 0.16 0.14 
Perceived value -> 
wellbeing 0.02 0.05 0.12** 0.06 0.15*** 
Perceived value -> 
customer satisfaction  0.01 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.08 
Perceived value -> service 
advantage 0.05 0.07 0.14** 0.19** 0.26*** 
Note. *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01., ***p < 0.001. 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS  
In this chapter the findings and implications for the third-study are presented. All three 
studies were centered on examining why consumers accept value propositions offered by service 
providers using the theoretical basis of service-dominant logic, theory of acceptance, value 
theory and self-determination theory to understand the principal cognitive and behavioral 
psychological processes influencing modern travelers.  The findings offer significant insights 
into the phenomenon of consumers’ voluntary participation in collaborative interactions with 
service providers. First, the results of each study are discussed. Second, the theoretical and 
practical implications are offered. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the limitations and 
directions for future research.   
Discussion of findings 
The purpose of the three studies was to examine the process of consumer acceptance of 
collaborative value propositions, offered by a service provider and explore the conditions that 
improve consumer and employee outcomes under collaborative settings. The studies were based 
on experimental design using online scenarios representing a travel destination and were 
conducted with separate samples from the general US traveling population. In all three studies 
value propositions offered at different points of exchange were explored: innovation, marketing, 
production and recovery. Study 1 examined customer levels of acceptance and motivation for 
value propositions offered from service providers representing three different business models: 
traditional, collaborative and shared. Study 2 was focused on why consumers and employees 
accepted collaborative value propositions from a self-determination standpoint, both 
motivational and need-satisfaction. Three independent psychological needs (SDT factors) were 
  
223 
 
examined: need for autonomy, competence and relatedness. Study 3 examined how SDT additive 
need-satisfaction influenced value justification, personal, organizational and collaborative 
outcomes.  The combination of repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA), multivariate 
analysis of variance (MANOVA) and PROCESS model analysis was utilized in this study. The 
results of hypotheses analysis are presented in tables 46-48. 
Study 1 
The aim of Study 1 was to deepen the understanding of how and why customers accept 
value propositions, and examine what value propositions appeal more to customers. Study 1 
examined the psychological mechanisms of acceptance. This study hypothesized that customers 
accept value propositions based on cognitive, behavioral, normative and emotional appraisal of 
the service providers’ value propositions. It was also argued that customers accept various value 
propositions differently, especially when offered by a more attractive business model. The 
dimensions of self-determination motivation from extrinsic to intrinsic were hypothesized to 
influence customer acceptance of various value propositions.  
In addition, it was proposed that generations might have a moderating effect on 
customers’ acceptance of value propositions. Nine hypotheses were brought forward and the 
results are shown in Table 45. 
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Table 45  
Study 1 Results of Hypothesis Testing 
Hypothesis Independent Variables Dependent 
Variables 
Supported 
H1 4 Types of Value Propositions 4 levels of 
acceptance 
Y 
H2 3 business models 4 levels of 
acceptance 
Y 
H2a 3 business models: shared higher than 
traditional 
4 levels of 
acceptance 
N  
H2b 3 business models: collaborative same 
as shared 
4 levels of 
acceptance 
Partial  
H3 4 Types of Value Propositions x 3 
business models 
4 levels of 
acceptance 
Partial (no 
emotional) 
H4 4 Types of Value Propositions 3 SDT motivation 
dimensions 
Y 
H5 3 business models 3 SDT motivation 
dimensions 
Partial (no 
intrinsic) 
H6 4 Types of Value Propositions x 3 
business models 
3 SDT motivation 
dimensions 
Partial (no 
identified) 
H7 Each business model: traditional, 
collaborative, shared 
3 SDT motivation 
dimensions 
Y 
H7a 3 business models x 3 SDT Motivations Motivation Y (intrinsic 
strongest) 
H8 4 Types of Value Propositions; 
Moderators: Generations, Business 
Models 
4 levels of 
acceptance 
Partial 
(business 
models only) 
H9 4 Types of Value Propositions; 
Mediators: Acceptance 
Wellbeing, 
Competitive 
Advantage 
Partial 
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Value propositions 
The results of Study 1 revealed that consumers’ level of acceptance varied by value 
proposition type. Production showed the highest level of acceptance. In most cases production 
and recovery displayed no difference between each other on levels of acceptance. Interestingly, 
marketing showed the lowest levels of acceptance on cognitive, behavioral and normative 
acceptance, but not on emotional acceptance, where it was at the same level with production and 
recovery. In addition, the results showed that innovation and marketing value propositions 
mainly had no differences between each other and lower levels of acceptance. Overall, the results 
indicated that customers accept various value propositions differently, favoring service 
production and recovery. 
Furthermore, value propositions were evaluated based on four levels of acceptance: 
cognitive, behavioral, normative, and emotional. Not surprisingly the production value 
proposition, which can be connected with the co-creation of experience (Prebensen & Foss, 
2011), received the highest degree of acceptance for all four levels of acceptance. Service 
production is strongly connected to the direct benefits for customers, as it is the primary reason 
customers seek services. For example, having a positive stay at a hotel is improbable without 
direct customer participation in service production (Etgar, 2008; Chen, Raab, & Tanford, 2015). 
Remarkably, recovery also showed a high degree of acceptance on all four levels of acceptance. 
Conceptually, based on the consequence principle of acceptance (Steel, 2013), customers may 
see direct personal benefits from a recovery and a production value propositions leading to 
higher acceptance of these types.  
Accordingly, innovation and marketing value propositions primarily affect organizational 
outcomes, such as new service development and marketing messaging, with secondary benefits 
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affecting customers, thus receiving lower levels of acceptance. Researchers point out that 
customers may recognize the direct outcomes of innovation (Fuller, 2010), thus they might be 
less accepting of service providers propositions focused on innovation. Lower degrees of 
acceptance for marketing value propositions could be attributed to customer resistance of 
brand/company advertising (Fransen, Verlegh, Kirmani, & Smit, 2015). Three strategies were 
offered to explain and overcome customer resistance: avoiding, consenting and empowering. 
Perhaps, in appraising value propositions customers mainly deploy avoiding and consenting 
strategies. Interestingly, the marketing value proposition displayed high levels of emotional 
acceptance similar to production and recovery, indicating an emotional component is necessary 
for customers to accept this type of value propositions. Interestingly the effect size of emotional 
acceptance across the four types of value proposition was the strongest (Cohen, 2004). The 
strong effect of emotional acceptance demonstrated high customer evaluation of the affective 
component for marketing, production, and recovery value propositions, but lower for innovation.  
Furthermore, Study 1 results revealed that customers are motivated differently, by type of 
value proposition. The SDT motivation continuum was tested and the results revealed that 
customers are motivated to accept value propositions based on the three main factors of SDT 
motivation, namely extrinsic, identified extrinsic and intrinsic motivation. Interestingly, the 
extrinsic motivation dimension consisted of purely extrinsic indicators, such as tangible and 
verbal rewards, mixed with indicators of introjected motivation, such as stimuli of feelings of 
pride or shame (Gagne et al., 2010).  Intrinsic motivation points to stimuli such as internal 
interest, the search for new knowledge and meaningfulness (Zhou & Shalley, 2003). On one 
hand, extrinsic motivation showed the weakest levels of acceptance, with identified extrinsic 
  
227 
 
positioned between intrinsic and extrinsic. On the other, customers were consistently more 
intrinsically motivated for each type of value propositions.  
The strongest intrinsic motivation was attributed to the production value proposition. 
Intrinsic motivation is connected to internal attraction by interesting, fun and exciting activities 
(Ryan & Deci, 2001). Customers displayed the strongest motivation for the service production 
value proposition across all types of value propositions and all dimensions of motivation. 
Interestingly, recovery received the lowest intrinsic motivation strength, indicating that 
customers are less motivated by internal factors when facing recovery. Perhaps they consider 
recovery less fun, less interesting, and less exciting. Innovation and marketing received a 
midpoint strength level on intrinsic motivation.   
Although extrinsic motivation was the weakest, customers were motivated by external 
rewards much higher when thinking about the innovation value proposition. In other words, 
customers are significantly much more likely to participate with the provider in new service 
development when they see direct tangible rewards. Researchers acknowledge that when 
customers participate with a service provider in highly involved design-projects they might 
expect monetary rewards and intellectual property rights (Liu, Geng, & Whinston, 2007). 
Optimal design of consumer contests. Journal of Marketing, 71(4), 140-155.). 
Identified regulation is characterized by a stronger degree of internalization (Gagne & 
Deci, 2005). Customers were motivated by stronger identified extrinsic motivation to participate 
in production and recovery, when compared to innovation and marketing. Parenthetically, 
production and recovery have a more direct importance to customers, therefore showing higher 
levels of identified extrinsic motivation.  Perhaps, customers displayed higher levels of identified 
extrinsic motivation for service production due to a closer connection with self-directed goals, 
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and higher levels for recovery due to a tighter link to personal values.  It could be argued that 
when customers engage in recovery value propositions they could be driven by what’s important 
to them personally, perhaps linked to perceptions of fairness or justice (Mattila & Cranage, 
2005). 
Overall, in the majority of cases customers are motivated by intrinsic dimension when 
thinking about hospitality and tourism value propositions: fun, excitement and interest driving 
their participation. In other words, customers assess value propositions from the locus of 
motivation from an internal level, rather than from external rewards and benefits. They are more 
accepting of value propositions that directly affect them, such as service production and 
recovery. However, the emotional context may drive customers to accept marketing value 
propositions; tangible rewards may help with innovation value propositions; and personal values 
may assist with recovery value propositions. 
Business Models 
The findings of Study 1 revealed that business models could serve a moderating role 
between value propositions and customer acceptance. Business models are capable of modifying 
customers’ level of acceptance of various value propositions. In other words, how service 
providers conduct business and develop value positions may significantly alter customer 
acceptance of the value proposition. For example, a value proposition to participate in new 
service innovation from a traditional business model could be viewed more acceptable than other 
business models.  
The results of Study 1 uncovered that customers accepted various business models 
differently. Surprisingly, and contrary to the predictions, the traditional business model showed 
the highest level of acceptance, and shared business model displayed the lowest. The 
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collaborative model showed the same level of cognitive acceptance as traditional and the same 
level of behavioral and emotional acceptance as the shared business model. Normative 
acceptance was different for all three models: traditional was the highest, followed by 
collaborative and then shared. Cognitive acceptance showed the highest effect size, followed by 
behavioral acceptance.  
To extend the argument proposed by Chesbrough (2007), customers acknowledged with 
their level of acceptance the understanding of how various service providers operate, create and 
offer value propositions. Since cognitive acceptance showed the highest effect size, customers 
showed the highest level of trust and commitment in the traditional service provider, as they are 
likely more familiar with the processes of such service providers. Accordingly, shared business 
models could be considered novel for the majority of customers, thus customers might be less 
accustomed to those operations and value propositions.  Novelty acceptance is being discussed in 
relation to new technology acceptance. For example, mobile device adoption not only depended 
on utilitarian value, but also on the perceptions of “fun” (Bruner & Kumar, 2005).  In consumer 
technology acceptance studies consumers’ perceptions of novelty, novelty seeking, and 
innovativeness as personality characteristics influenced their acceptance of the target technology 
(Venkatesh, Thong, & Xu, 2012). Although normative acceptance for the shared model was at 
the lowest level among all business models, there could be a small percentage of the population 
open to innovation and perceiving shared models as fun, and accept such service providers at a 
higher level. The lower acceptance of shared business models also could be explained by the 
service life-cycle (Klepper, 1996). Fairly new to hospitality and tourism shared business models 
are in the entry stage  of the service life-cycle (Kim & Lee, 2017). At that stage a lower 
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percentage of the market, often referred to as “early adopters”, may choose to experience and 
thus accept value propositions from the shared business model service provider.  
Furthermore, there were interaction effects between business models and the four types 
of value proposition on the levels of acceptance: cognitive, behavioral and normative, but not on 
emotional. In the majority of instances, the traditional model displayed the highest levels of 
acceptance and the shared model the lowest. Nonetheless, business models did not display 
differences in the levels of acceptance for marketing and recovery value propositions. However, 
business models modified the three levels of acceptance for innovation and production value 
propositions.  
 Remarkably, customers did not show any differences in accepting recovery value 
propositions from service providers based on business models. However, the shared model 
performed slightly better in behavioral acceptance for recovery, indicating that customers were 
willing to recommend and participate in recovery interactions with shared service providers on 
the same level or slightly higher as traditional and collaborative providers. Perhaps for customers 
involved in recovery interactions the outcomes matter more than the value proposition or the 
type of the service provider, also known as the service recovery paradox (De Matos, Henrique, & 
Alberto Vargas Rossi, 2007). 
The significant differences in acceptance were determined for service innovation and 
production value proposition types with the traditional business model always surpassing shared 
and in some acceptance dimensions surpassing collaborative (normative acceptance). 
Interestingly, customers were more willing to accept innovation value propositions (i.e., develop 
new services) from a traditional service provider, who in general might be considered less 
innovative. Although shared business models could be characterized as practices devoted to 
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enhancing customer experiences (Pine & Gilmore, 2011), acceptance of production value 
propositions displayed the lowest levels on all three dimensions of acceptance. Contrary to 
traditional and collaborative business models, shared business model value propositions for 
marketing and production showed no significant differences.  Remarkably, traditional and 
collaborative models displayed the highest levels of acceptance on production and lowest levels 
of acceptance (in the majority of the cases) for marketing. In part, this phenomenon could be 
explained by the strong representation of shared business models on social media and virtual 
platforms, such as YouTube, which could be considered marketing channels by the majority of 
consumers.  
Furthermore, Study 1 results showed that customers’ motivation differed by business 
model. Mainly, customers are strongly motivated by traditional business models on all three SDT 
motivation dimensions: extrinsic, identified extrinsic, and intrinsic. However, traditional and 
shared models were significantly higher for extrinsic and identified extrinsic. Therefore, the 
results point to customers potentially expecting more direct external, tangible and verbal rewards 
and benefits from traditional models. Perhaps, customers evaluate traditional business model 
propositions based on costs versus benefits (Zeithaml, 1988). Consequently, extrinsic motivation 
loaded at the highest level on all four types of value proposition for the traditional business 
model. 
Intrinsic motivation displayed significantly higher levels for all three business models, 
when compared to extrinsic and identified-extrinsic motivations. This could be attributed to the 
nature of tourism and hospitality, where creating services through feelings, fantasy and fun are 
considered cornerstones of memorable experiences (Williams, 2006). Thus, customers do not 
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differentiate between business models when thinking about fun, excitement and interest in 
accepting value propositions. 
Furthermore, the results of interactions between business models and value propositions 
revealed that customers were more strongly intrinsically motivated by the traditional model for 
innovation value propositions, compared to collaborative and shared models. Interestingly, the 
offer to try a new dinner menu by a traditional service provider evoked intrinsic customer 
motivation. In contrast, the main effects of innovation showed elevated levels of extrinsic 
motivation. Perhaps value propositions require more resource contribution, such as integration of 
knowledge, skill and effort, characteristically more involved as in shared and collaborative 
models (Vargo & Lusch, 2008; Prebensen et al., 2014), which are expected to be rewarded more 
extrinsically. Additionally, customers were more strongly intrinsically motivated by service 
production when thinking about traditional and collaborative, compared to the shared business 
model. Although shared model’s production value proposition showed the highest level, 
traditional and collaborative models significantly surpassed the shared model.  Potentially other 
factors temper the levels of intrinsic motivation when shared models are considered, such as risk, 
uncertainty, expectation disconfirmation, extensive resource integration. Marketing and recovery 
showed no differences in business model perceptions on intrinsic motivation. Recovery 
displayed the lowest levels of intrinsic motivation. Therefore, customers perceive traditional 
business models as more intrinsically motivating for innovation and service production, but not 
for marketing or recovery.  
Overall, connecting the Study 1 results from TOA and SDT motivation standpoints, 
customers are intrinsically motivated to accept various value propositions from service providers, 
representing different business models. Study 1 findings indicate that customers are more willing 
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to accept traditional business model value propositions; however, they do not differentiate 
between business models when intrinsic motivation is high. Previously it was argued that 
intrinsic motivation has a high affective component (Deci & Ryan, 2014). Relating to the Study 
1 findings on acceptance, the strongest effect size on the four value propositions was displayed 
by emotional acceptance; and emotional acceptance had a mediating role on competitive 
advantage.  Remarkably, traditional business model value propositions surpassed value 
propositions by any other business model customer assessment. Going forward, Study 2 
examined if by manipulating the SDT need-satisfaction factors of autonomy, competence and 
relatedness for collaborative business model value propositions results in higher outcomes and 
levels of motivation compatible with traditional business models.   
Generations 
Surprisingly, generational cohorts had no moderation effect on acceptance of various 
types of value propositions.  In other words, membership in a certain generational cohort does 
not influence the path from value proposition to acceptance. For example, although Millennials 
might interpret certain value propositions more favorably than other generations, their level of 
acceptance was not significantly different from other cohorts. Therefore, the acceptance of value 
propositions moderated by business models is not dependent on generational differences.  
Acceptance 
Overall, the results of Study 1 revealed that customers accept value propositions on all 
four levels of acceptance: cognitive, behavioral, normative and emotional. As predicted, 
following the consequence principle of the theory of acceptance (Steel, 2013), the acceptance of 
value propositions facilitates the path from value proposition to individual’s wellbeing and 
customers’ perceptions of competitive advantage of the service provider, as a measure of 
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organizational wellbeing. The findings point to the significant role of cognitive acceptance in the 
process of acceptance. Cognitive acceptance enables the path to behavioral, normative and 
emotional acceptance. Therefore, customers accept value propositions first cognitively, followed 
by behavioral acceptance to normative acceptance to wellbeing. Interestingly, emotional 
acceptance served as a mediator only for competitive advantage. The central role of cognitive 
acceptance points to customers’ need to mitigate risks and maximize cognitive utility (Cohen, 
1992; Levi, 1960; Maher, 1993).  Overall, the results of this study demonstrate that neither stand-
alone behavioral, normative, or emotional acceptance is enough to guarantee customer 
acceptance of the value proposition. Therefore, cognitive acceptance must be included in 
combination with other levels of acceptance. Accordingly, the findings contradict the argument 
that cognitive and behavioral acceptance can occur independently of each other (Steel, 2013, 
Audi, 2008). 
For wellbeing, cognitive acceptance should pass through normative acceptance. 
Specifically customers prefer to probe value propositions from legitimacy and compliance along 
with other consumer preferences. On the other hand, once customers accept a value proposition 
cognitively they are willing to act behaviorally, by participating with the service provider, 
recommending and purchasing. Interestingly, to achieve wellbeing cognitive and normative 
acceptance showed the strongest path, followed by the sequence of cognitive, behavioral and 
normative acceptance.  Interestingly, emotional acceptance did not significantly influence the 
path to wellbeing, which contradicts the argument that cognitive and emotional acceptance are 
sufficient (Elliott, 1992).  
Similarly but slightly different to wellbeing, the competitive advantage analysis exposed 
the combination of cognitive-behavioral acceptance as the strongest, followed by cognitive-
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normative acceptance. Behavioral acceptance plays a more significant role in achieving 
competitive advantage. Interestingly, emotional acceptance served an enabler role for 
competitive advantage in both combinations with cognitive (Elliott, 1992) and the cognitive-
behavioral sequence. Based on the results of this study, the distinct role of emotional acceptance 
for competitive advantage was revealed.  
To sum up, the results of Study 1 uncovered that customer acceptance of value 
propositions is a combination of at least two or three levels of acceptance, with cognitive 
acceptance playing a central role. Acceptance of value propositions leads to forming positive 
customers’ perceptions of wellbeing as a personal outcome, and competitive advantage as an 
organizational outcome. Emotional acceptance makes a difference only for customers’ 
perceptions of competitive advantage. 
Study 2 
The aim of study 2 was to deepen the understanding, of why customers collaborate with 
employees and participate in value co-creation process with hospitality service providers. Study 
2 examined the psychological mechanism of self-determination. Specifically, Study 2 examined 
the independent self-determination factors of autonomy, relatedness, and competence, and their 
influence on the outcomes of collaboration from customers and employees standpoint. This study 
hypothesized that as suggested by self-determination theory (SDT) strong need-satisfaction of 
autonomy, competence, and relatedness realized in the process of collaboration leads to stronger 
appraisal of co-created value (CCV), improved perceptions of wellbeing, satisfaction and 
competitive service advantage. It was also argued that customers and employees have different 
perceptions of collaborative value propositions offered by service providers. Moreover, it was 
hypothesized that generations have differences in appraisal of CCV depending on value 
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propositions offered by the collaborative service provider. Furthermore, it was also suggested 
that CCV appraisal serves as a mediator between value propositions and the outcomes of 
collaboration.  
In addition, based on Study 1 results it was proposed that when customers and employees 
are involved in collaboration and given an opportunity to satisfy their needs for autonomy, 
competence and relatedness, they experience stronger SDT motivation and improved outcomes 
of collaboration that are compatible with traditional business model outcomes. Eleven 
hypotheses were brought forward and examined. The results are shown in Table 46. 
Table 46 
Study 2 Results of Hypotheses Testing 
Hypothesis Collaboration Independent Variables Dependent Variables Supported 
H10 
Customers 
vs. 
Employees 
4 types of value 
propositions x 2 
customers vs. employees 
5 dimensions of co-
created value 
Y 
H11 
 
4 types of value 
propositions x 3 
generations 
5 dimensions of co-
created value 
Partial 
H12 Customers 3 SDT factors 
5 dimensions of co-
created value 
Partial 
H12a Customers 
Autonomy: 2 strong vs. 
weak SDT condition  
5 dimensions of co-
created value 
Partial  
H12b Customers 
Competence: 2 strong vs. 
weak SDT condition  
5 dimensions of co-
created value 
Partial  
H12c Customers 
Relatedness: 2 strong vs. 
weak SDT condition  
5 dimensions of co-
created value 
Partial  
H13 Employees 3 SDT factors 
5 dimensions of co-
created value 
Partial 
H13a Employees 
Autonomy: 2 strong vs. 
weak SDT condition  
5 dimensions of co-
created value 
Y 
H13b Employees 
Competence: 2 strong vs. 
weak SDT condition  
5 dimensions of co-
created value 
Y 
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Hypothesis Collaboration Independent Variables Dependent Variables Supported 
H13c Employees 
Relatedness: 2 strong vs. 
weak SDT condition  
5 dimensions of co-
created value 
Y 
H14 
Customers 
vs. 
Employees 
4 Types of Value 
Propositions; Mediator: 
CCV 
Wellbeing, Satisfaction, 
Competitive Service 
Advantage 
Partial 
(customers 
only) 
H15 Customers 
Traditional vs. 
collaborative (3 strong 
SDT factors) 
3 dimensions of SDT 
motivation 
Partial 
H16 Customers 
Traditional vs. 
collaborative (3 strong 
SDT factors) 
Perceived value N 
H16a Customers 
Traditional vs. 
collaborative (3 strong 
SDT factors) - higher 
Perceived value N 
H17 Customers 
Traditional vs. 
collaborative (3 strong 
SDT factors) 
Wellbeing, Customer 
Satisfaction, 
Competitive Service 
Advantage 
N 
H17a Customers 
Traditional vs. 
collaborative (3 strong 
SDT factors) - higher 
Wellbeing, Customer 
Satisfaction, 
Competitive Service 
Advantage 
N 
H18 Employees 
Traditional vs. 
collaborative (3 strong 
SDT factors) 
3 dimensions of SDT 
motivation 
Y 
H19 Employees 
Traditional vs. 
collaborative (3 strong 
SDT factors) 
Perceived value Y 
H19a Employees 
Traditional vs. 
collaborative (3 strong 
SDT factors) - higher 
Perceived value Y 
H20 Employees 
Traditional vs. 
collaborative (3 strong 
SDT factors) 
Wellbeing, Customer 
Satisfaction, 
Competitive Service 
Advantage 
Y 
H20a Employees 
Traditional vs. 
collaborative (3 strong 
SDT factors) - higher 
Wellbeing, Customer 
Satisfaction, 
Competitive Service 
Advantage 
Partial 
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Collaboration: Customers and Employees 
The results of Study 2 revealed that co-created value (CCV) appraisal varied between 
customers and employees, when they were involved in collaboration. Employees consistently 
showed higher appraisal on all five dimensions of CCV: meaningfulness, collaboration, 
contribution, recognition, and affective response. Remarkably, respondents who were assigned to 
the employee condition were general population representatives with work experience in a 
customer service position. They were offered exactly the same value proposition as the 
respondents-customers and similar to customers SDT factors and conditions scenarios. However, 
they were assigned a customer service representative role at the Resort. The results perhaps 
could be underpinned by role theory, which postulates that individuals assume perceptions, 
duties, norms and behaviors that are expected of them in a specific role, such as customer service 
representative in a service organization (Solomon, Surprenant, Czepiel, & Gutman, 1985), and 
specifically in the dyadic interactions between an employee and customer in hospitality 
organizations (Dev & Olsen, 1989). 
Furthermore, employees did not show significant differences among value proposition 
appraisals. In other words, employees evaluated all value propositions (innovation, marketing, 
production, and recovery) high without distinguishing among them. However, customers 
displayed significant differences among value propositions. For the CCV meaningfulness 
dimension customers appraised production and recovery higher than innovation and marketing, 
which corresponded with the findings in Study 1. Collaboration appraisal revealed the highest 
loadings in innovation and recovery and lowest loadings in marketing and production. This may 
indicate that customers seek and value collaboration when faced with innovation and recovery 
value propositions. Contribution had the lowest customer evaluation for marketing as well as 
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recognition for production. Interestingly, customers’ did not seek recognition, which was 
operationalized as feedback from the service provider, on how they are performing in co-
producing (customizing and personalizing) their stay at the Resort. However, customers 
evaluated affective response to service production higher than any other value proposition. 
Recovery received the lowest customer evaluation for affective response confirming the findings 
in Study 1. Customer cognitive competence in co-production may have contributed to lower 
evaluations for collaboration and recognition (Wang, Zhao, & Zhao, 2015).  
Overall, the results of Study 2 suggest that customers and employees have different 
perspectives on the same value propositions offered by collaborative service providers. 
Employees evaluate value propositions much higher than customers based on co-created value. 
Meaningfulness, collaboration and affective response bear the most significant effects on the co-
created value appraisal.  
Generations 
Although no moderation effect of generations on the path from value propositions to 
acceptance was found in Study 1, the analysis of generational differences in CCV appraisal of 
value propositions identified that meaningfulness and contribution were perceived differently 
among the three generations: Baby Boomers, Generation X, and Millennials. All generations 
appraised the marketing value proposition as least meaningful. However, Millennials appraised it 
significantly higher than Baby Boomers. Generation X appraised marketing significantly lower 
than any other value proposition and showed no differences among the other value propositions. 
For Baby Boomers innovation and marketing was significantly less meaningful than production 
and recovery. Accordingly, Millennials appraised contribution much higher for innovation and 
marketing than the other generations. Baby Boomers appraised contribution for innovation and 
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marketing the lowest. Thus, the results revealed that Millennials perceive value co-creation 
through contribution for innovation and marketing differently from other generations and at a 
significantly higher level, more meaningful and valuable for investment of their operant 
resources (Lusch & Vargo, 2014). The results support and extend the findings of Obal and Kunz 
(2013), identifying more preferable perceptions by Millennials toward collaborative information 
sharing between companies, customers and other vendors.  
Autonomy, competence, and relatedness 
Three SDT factors were analyzed in the context of collaboration from customer and 
employee perspectives. SDT factors represented need for autonomy, competence and relatedness 
and were operationalized as need-satisfaction through commitment to resources, feedback from 
the service provider to the customer, and being a part of the social collective: friends and family 
for customers and co-workers for the employee. Need-satisfaction was manipulated through 
strong and weak SDT conditions and resulting CCV appraisal were compared. It was predicted 
that strong SDT conditions lead to higher CCV appraisal for each CCV dimension: 
meaningfulness, collaboration, contribution, recognition, and affective response. Based on the 
identified significant differences between customers’ and employees’ CCV appraisal, SDT 
factors and conditions were analyzed separately for both groups. Overall, both customers and 
employees showed higher appraisal of CCV for strong SDT conditions. Therefore, largely both 
customers and employees appraise co-created value higher when given the opportunity to satisfy 
their needs for autonomy, competence and relatedness (Mende & van Doorn, 2015; Gagne & 
Deci, 2005). The results also point to collaboration opportunities through co-creation of value 
that offer context for the need-satisfaction process to flourish for both customers and employees. 
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It extends the work of Ryan et al. (2008) regarding the importance of context and collectives for 
self-determination, and a supportive environment (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  
However, when customer results of SDT strong-weak conditions impacting CCV 
appraisal were analyzed based on three SDT factors, only the collaboration dimension showed 
differences in autonomy, competence and relatedness. Specifically, relatedness revealed the 
strongest difference between strong and weak SDT conditions. The strong relatedness need-
satisfaction also had significantly higher customer appraisal of collaboration compared to strong 
competence and autonomy.  Therefore, when customers are given an opportunity to satisfy their 
needs for autonomy, competence and relatedness, they evaluate collaboration much stronger. 
Furthermore, in the social context of collaboration, customers attribute the most significance to 
relatedness need-satisfaction extending the findings of Baumeister and Leary (1995) to the co-
creation context.   
Nonetheless, the results of the employee analysis also revealed higher appraisal of 
relatedness in collaboration, contribution, and recognition dimensions of CCV. Perhaps higher 
appraisal of this SDT factor in value co-creation points to an important role of relatedness, 
characterized by the need to be part of a social collective. Relatedness assists in developing a 
sense of community, support from others and offers a sense of empowerment (Ryan et al., 2008; 
Rosenbaum et al., 2007). Thus, for both employees and customers being supported by like-
minded individuals in the process of co-creation leads to stronger appraisal of co-created value. 
 However, when strong-weak SDT conditions were analyzed together with the SDT 
factors of autonomy, competence and relatedness, employees’ appraisal of CCV consistently 
showed increased results for strong conditions of SDT need-satisfaction across all five 
dimensions of CCV. In other words, employees, when given an opportunity to exercise their 
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need satisfaction of autonomy, competence and relatedness to a higher degree, appraise value co-
creation much higher. Interestingly, autonomy need-satisfaction operationalized as commitment 
to resources invested in collaboration showed greater effect sizes. Perhaps, when employees are 
more committed to their time, effort and knowledge in collaboration with customers, they feel 
more in control of their environment, participating in more meaningful interactions, being 
recognized for their effort, and having more interest in their assignments, thus more self-
endorsed and more self-determined (Ryan & Deci, 2000), which leads to higher appraisal of co-
created value. Overall, as predicted the findings of this study confirm the independent effects of 
strong SDT factors on both customers and employees positive appraisal of CCV in the context of 
hospitality and tourism co-creation.  
Co-created value as a mediator 
Overall, the results of Study 2 revealed that customers’ appraisal of co-created value fully 
mediates the relationship between value propositions offered by the collaborative service 
provider to the outcomes of value co-creation: wellbeing, satisfaction and competitive service 
advantage. The mediating role of perceived value in customer perceptions of service is well-
established (Ryu, Han, & Kim, 2008). The findings extend the understanding of the mediating 
nature of co-created value and confirm the proposed mediating role of CCV linking SDL’s 
service propositions-outcomes (Lusch, Vargo, & Tanniru, 2010). Remarkably, following the 
TOV’s principle of consequentialism (Schroeder, 2016), Study 2 results showed no direct link 
from value propositions to customer wellbeing. Only, through positive appraisal of CCV was 
customers’ wellbeing positively affected. Therefore, as predicted, CCV corresponds with the 
instrumental rather than intrinsic, nature of co-creation. Moreover, value propositions offered by 
a collaborative service provider affected customer perceptions of competitive service advantage 
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stronger than customer satisfaction, which points to an important role of value co-creation and 
collaboration in maintaining competitive service advantage (Lusch & Vargo, 2014).  
However, the employee results of Study 2 revealed no mediation effect of CCV on value 
propositions to outcomes of value co-creation. The direct effects of value propositions on 
outcomes of value co-creation were also not detected. Nonetheless, the positive and significant 
impact of employee appraisal of CCV on wellbeing, job satisfaction and competitive service 
advantage were established. These results confirmed TOV’s consequentialism principle for 
employees, however pointing to potentially different antecedents of CCV. In other words, for 
employees positive appraisal of CCV is important to achieve positive outcomes-benefits of value 
co-creation, but value propositions offered by the service provider do not influence their value 
justification.  
Overall, the findings further displayed contrasts between customers and employees in 
their justification of value co-creation and collaborative processes of value creation with service 
providers. Although, CCV appraisal positively, significantly and consistently influence personal, 
collaborative and organizational outcomes for both customers and employees, circumstances that 
lead to positive CCV appraisal are disparate. Therefore, different conditions, characteristics and 
motivators potentially are required to encourage positive value co-creation involvement and 
outcomes for these collaborative partners.    
Business models  
In Study 2 the differences between collaborative and traditional service providers were 
further explored. It was predicted that in the process of collaboration, given an opportunity to 
strongly satisfy needs for autonomy, competence or relatedness, customers and employees would 
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attain or even surpass the levels of SDT motivation and outcomes identified in the Study 1 for 
the traditional business model. Customers and employees were analyzed separately. 
However, in support of Study 1 findings, both customers and employees displayed higher 
and significantly different strength of intrinsic motivation, followed by identified extrinsic 
motivation with extrinsic motivation having the lowest strength of SDT motivation. Therefore, 
customers and employees first seek full self-determination through intrinsic motivation, to be 
involved in the activity that is interesting and internally satisfying (Gagne & Deci, 2005). 
Surprisingly, both customers and employees are less motivated by extrinsic rewards that are 
linked to external motivation through monetary, tangible or verbal rewards (Gagné et al., 2010). 
Furthermore, customers showed stronger motivation in the collaborative business model 
over the traditional business model. Specially, extrinsic motivation was significantly higher for 
customers-participants in collaboration with the service provider. Perhaps the findings point to 
an important role of tangible factors associated with verbal rewards received from collaboration 
with others, especially through strong need for relatedness. However, customers indicated no 
significant differences between traditional and collaborative business models in perceived value 
justification, or wellbeing, satisfaction, and competitive service advantage. Although, customers’ 
perceptions revealed no significant differences between models, the results of Study 2 revealed 
that strong SDT factors influenced customer perceptions on all outcome variables to reach 
traditional business model appraisals identified in Study 1. Overall, Study 2 findings indicate that 
through collaboration that allows for fulfilling of SDT’s need-satisfaction conditions, customers 
might reach or surpass the traditional business model outcomes. 
Conversely, employees revealed no significant differences in strength of SDT motivation 
and wellbeing between traditional and collaborative business models. However, employee results 
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displayed significant differences in perceived value justification, job satisfaction and competitive 
service advantage. The collaborative business model had significantly higher employee 
outcomes over the traditional business model. The findings revealed that overall when 
employees are given an opportunity to satisfy their need for autonomy, competence and 
relatedness, collaborative business models are favored over traditional. Thus, the results lead to 
the conclusion that largely employees find additional value and benefits in collaborative business 
models.  
Study 3 
The goal of Study 3 was to further explore what motivates individuals to participate in 
value co-creation. The aim of Study 3 was to deepen understanding of the influence of self-
determination factors on outcomes of collaboration from customer and employee perspective. 
Study 3 further examined the psychological mechanism of self-determination. Specifically, 
Study 3 examined the additive effects of self-determination factors of autonomy, relatedness, and 
competence. This study hypothesized that as suggested by the self-determination theory (SDT) a 
combination of two and three SDT factors will lead to stronger appraisal of co-created value 
(CCV), improved perceptions of wellbeing, satisfaction and competitive service advantage. It 
was proposed that a three-factor model will have stronger results when compared to two-factor 
model and three individual independent strong SDT factors. Furthermore, it was hypothesized 
that when individuals collaborate with the service provider and have the opportunity to satisfy all 
three SDT factors at once, it will result in the outcomes that outperform the individuals’ 
perceptions of the traditional service provider.  
Following the results of Study 2, it was also argued that customers and employees could 
have different perceptions of self-determination: factors and motivations; and outcomes of 
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collaboration. Five hypotheses were brought forward and examined. The results are shown in 
Table 47 
Table 47 
Study 3 Results of Hypotheses Testing 
 
Collaboration  
Based on the results of Study 2, two additive SDT factor scenarios were analyzed based 
on the significant impact of independent SDT factors on the CCV and three SDT motivation 
dimensions dependent variables. A two-factor SDT model included autonomy and relatedness. 
The significant impact of both factors, autonomy and relatedness, supported the notion of a 
complementary, rather than antagonistic nature of SDT factors (Ryan & Deci, 2000). A three-
Hypothesis Collaboration Independent Variables Dependent Variables Supported 
H21 
Customers 
vs. 
Employees 
2 customers vs. 
employees x 2 additive 
SDT factor models 
5 dimensions of co-
created value 
Partial 
H22 Customers 
5 Groups: 2 additive 
SDT factor models, 3 
independent SDT 
factors 
3 SDT factors, CCV, 
Wellbeing, 
Satisfaction, 
Competitive Service 
Advantage 
Y 
H23 Customers 
6 Groups: 2 additive 
SDT factor models, 3 
independent SDT 
factors, 1 traditional 
3 SDT factors, CCV, 
Wellbeing, 
Satisfaction, 
Competitive Service 
Advantage 
Partial 
H24 Employees  
5 Groups: 2 additive 
SDT factor models, 3 
independent SDT 
factors 
3 SDT factors, CCV, 
Wellbeing, 
Satisfaction, 
Competitive Service 
Advantage 
Y 
H25 Employees  
6 Groups: 2 additive 
SDT factor models, 3 
independent SDT 
factors, 1 traditional 
3 SDT factors, CCV, 
Wellbeing, 
Satisfaction, 
Competitive Service 
Advantage 
N 
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factor SDT model included autonomy, competence and relatedness. Consistent with the results of 
Study 2, customers appraised collaboration with additive SDT factors significantly lower than 
employees on CCV dimensions.  
Study 3 results found additive SDT factors were appraised by customers and employees 
differently. When the SDT two- and three-factor models were examined to determine CCV 
differences between customers and employees, meaningfulness, collaboration and contribution 
were significant for both scenarios and groups. Interestingly, recognition and affective response 
showed no differences between customers and employees. In contrast to Study 2 that showed 
significant differences on all five CCV dimensions when independent SDT factors were 
examined, the additive factors in Study 3 only revealed differences on three CCV dimensions. 
The results may indicate that by combining SDT factors, both customers and employees 
appraised CCV on recognition and affective response similarly. It appears that a combination of 
autonomy, competence, and relatedness improved customers’ appraisal of recognition and 
affective response to the employees’ elevated level. The results perhaps point to a higher degree 
of internalization occurring with the combination of SDT factors especially adding relatedness 
with autonomy (Baard, Deci, & Ryan, 2004), leading to higher CCV appraisal on the dimensions 
that include a higher level of emotion. 
Furthermore, the interaction effects between additive SDT scenarios displayed higher 
appraisal of the two-factor model than the three-factor model for employees on meaningfulness 
and collaboration CCV dimensions. Conversely, customers evaluated the three-factor model 
higher on meaningfulness, collaboration and contribution CCV dimensions. Employees’ lower 
evaluation of the three-factor model may point to the lack of employees’ skills and expertise in 
providing positive feedback to customers regarding their progress in collaboration. Although 
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providing positive feedback improves the results of collaboration and increases intrinsic 
motivation (Hagger, Koch, & Chatzisarantis, 2015), employees might be reserved to offer 
unsolicited feedback to customers. Moreover, lower appraisal could also be linked with 
employee task overload or event burnout by adding not only collaborative components to their 
interactions with customers, but also a requirement to provide positive feedback on the progress 
of collaboration (Fernet, Guay, & Senécal, 2004)  
Additive SDT factors 
In Study 3 it was hypothesized that additive SDT factors when compared to independent 
SDT factors would have a stronger impact on SDT motivation, CCV and outcomes: wellbeing, 
satisfaction and competitive advantage. Following the results of Study 2 an exploratory model of 
self-determinations impact on collaborative outcomes was examined in Study 3 separately for 
customers and employees. Five SDT factor models were compared: (1) autonomy-competence-
relatedness, (2) autonomy-competence, (3) strong-autonomy, (4) strong-competence, and (5) 
strong relatedness. Overall, it was revealed that additive SDT factors exceed independent SDT 
factors in their influence on the collaborative indicators.  
When customer results were analyzed, the additive SDT factors displayed significantly 
higher impacts on customer appraisal of CCV in collaboration, contribution and recognition, 
which correspond with relatedness, operationalized as being a part of the collective; autonomy, 
operationalized as commitment to the resources being invested; and competence, or positive 
feedback about progress in collaboration. Thus, when SDT factors were combined it allowed 
customers to increase their CCV appraisal of these three dimensions simultaneously, extending 
the argument of additive SDT impact (Reis et al., 2000; Pelletier, Fortier, Vallerand, & Brière, 
2001; Ryan & Deci, 2008).  
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Comparing the three-factor SDT model and two-factor SDT model, a path difference 
customer intrinsic motivation to CCV appraisal was revealed. Therefore, the addition of 
competence or the positive feedback from the service provider to the customer on the progress of 
collaboration increased the impact of intrinsic motivation on the co-created value appraisal, 
extending the argument of impact of autonomy and competence on intrinsic motivation with the 
combined effect of relatedness (Baumesiter & Leary, 1995). Furthermore, the comparison 
between a three-factor model and a model with strong-competence revealed a more significant 
impact of CCV on customer wellbeing. Thus, when autonomy and relatedness are added to 
competence, customer wellbeing increased, supporting the positive influence of all three needs 
affecting wellbeing (Fuller, 2010; Reis et al., 2000). 
When employee results were analyzed, the addition of competence to the two-factor SDT 
model led to significantly more impactful paths on the CCV dimensions of meaningfulness, 
contribution, recognition and affective response, but not collaboration. Competence also 
significantly increased the impact of CCV on wellbeing for employees. In general, the three-
factor SDT model had significantly stronger paths from CCV to wellbeing (Reis et al., 2000).  
Employee perceptions of competitive service advantage improved in the three-factor 
model when compared to autonomy alone. Thus, providing positive feedback to customers and 
working as part of a team contributed to employee perceptions of company’s service advantage. 
Job satisfaction was stronger influenced by CCV when the three SDT factors were combined 
compared with just relatedness. Thus, employees should not only rely on their colleagues when 
collaborating with customers, but also invest their resources of knowledge, skills and effort, and 
provide positive feedback to feel satisfied with their work.  
  
250 
 
The combination of autonomy and relatedness further internalized extrinsic motivation 
into identified extrinsic for employees, compared to only competence. Furthermore, when a two-
factor SDT model was compared to the strong-autonomy condition and strong-competence 
condition, the path from identified extrinsic motivation to CCV was more influential. Thus, 
relatedness in combination with autonomy helps to internalize extrinsic motivation for 
employees and improves their evaluation of co-creation. In addition, the two-factor model 
showed a significantly more powerful path from CCV to wellbeing when compared with 
competence alone. Accordingly, employees feel a greater sense of wellbeing when they are a part 
of the team and are strongly committed to resources in collaborative interactions with customers, 
over just providing positive feedback.  
Remarkably, when the self-determination model for customers was analyzed, extrinsic 
motivation was found to have no significant effect on CCV appraisal. For employees, extrinsic 
motivation had a positive, but a very marginal effect on co-created value. Therefore, the results 
revealed a low influence of extrinsic motivation on value co-creation appraisal, further extending 
the argument that integration of operant resources, such as skills, knowledge and effort rather 
than operand resources, such as monetary and other tangible assets, are the main focus of value 
co-creation (Vargo & Lusch, 2008). Intrinsic motivation, for both customers and employees, had 
the strongest impact on CCV, further extending Study 1 and Study 2 results into perceptions of 
meaningfulness, emotional acceptance and affective response relationships.  
Business models 
 Study 3 aimed to compare the results of collaborative business model value perceptions 
with the traditional business model for both customers and employees. Customer and employee 
perceptions of wellbeing, satisfaction and competitive advantage were also compared between 
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the two models. The collaborative model included both additive and independent-strong 
scenarios analyzed in Study 2 and Study 3. Study 3 also compared the collaborative model 
additive SDT factors to the traditional model. It was hypothesized that customers and employees 
would evaluate the three-factor SDT model higher than the traditional business model. 
 The findings of Study 3 revealed that customers mainly experienced differences between 
SDT motivation and perceived value appraisal among traditional and collaborative models. They 
evaluated the three-factor SDT model higher than the traditional business model on the path from 
identified extrinsic motivation to perceived value. In fact, the path from identified extrinsic 
motivation to perceived value was not significant for the traditional business model. However, 
the traditional business model displayed significant paths from extrinsic and intrinsic SDT 
motivation to perceived value. The findings perhaps point to the potential for customers to 
internalize extrinsic motivation through collaboration with the service provider by engaging all 
three strong SDT factors both independently and additively.   
Interestingly, there was a significant difference between traditional and a two-factor 
model on the path from intrinsic motivation to perceived value, where customers involved in the 
traditional model experienced a larger impact from intrinsic motivation for perceived value. 
These results revealed the effect of competence, or positive feedback, that customers experienced 
when all three SDT factors were combined, since the path had no difference between three-factor 
and traditional business models to improve their perceived value evaluation to the level of the 
traditional business model.  
Similar results were revealed in the comparison between customers’ traditional and 
collaborative business model strong-autonomy SDT factor effects. The analysis displayed 
differences in the path from extrinsic motivation to perceived value justification, with the 
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traditional model higher. Remarkably, extrinsic motivation revealed a negative effect on 
customer perceived value justification, supporting SDT’s notion of extrinsic rewards 
undermining intrinsic motivation by a negative effect of customers’ perceived value justification 
(Deci et al., 1999).  
Employee results did not reveal any significant differences in the additive SDT factors 
between the collaborative model and business model outcomes. However, the findings revealed 
differences between traditional and collaborative with strong autonomy, and between traditional 
and strong-relatedness, but not between traditional and strong-competence business model on 
wellbeing. These results highlight the importance of competence, operationalized as positive 
feedback from the employee to customers on the progress of collaboration, to strengthen 
employee self-determination in the value co-creation process.  
Furthermore, the additive effects of SDT factors were revealed in the comparison 
between traditional and collaborative models on the employee from perceived value to service 
advantage. There were no differences between traditional and additive SDT models, but 
significant differences between traditional and independent SDT models. Therefore, by 
combining the SDT factors, specifically autonomy and relatedness, employees were able to reach 
the of traditional business model level for competitive service advantage. The analysis revealed 
that employees improved perceptions of the collaborative business model by investing their time, 
skill and effort in the collaborative process with the customer and working as part of the service 
provider team. 
Overall, although in the majority of occasions the collaborative additive SDT factors did 
not prevail over the traditional business model results, the effects were robust enough to reach 
the level of the traditional business models outcomes for both customers and employees. The 
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findings perhaps point to the positive impression that need-satisfaction of autonomy, competence 
and relatedness has on both customers and employees through the process of collaboration. 
Importantly, the results show that not only autonomy, but also competence and relatedness are 
necessary components for achieving elevated outcomes in value co-creation.  
Conclusions 
At large, the purpose of the study was to understand why and how consumers accept 
collaborative value propositions. Furthermore, the research aim was to examine what influences 
customers and employees to voluntarily participate in collaboration. Self-determination theory 
(SDT) motivation was utilized to test value propositions offered by service providers 
representing various business models. Further, the SDT need-satisfaction approach was used to 
inform the collaboration between customers and employees.  
All three studies tested SDT motivation showing that intrinsic motivation mainly drives 
customers not only to accept value propositions, but also participate in collaborative interactions 
with employees. Interestingly, extrinsic motivation showed the lowest strength. Moreover, 
extrinsic motivation was found to negatively influence the customers’ co-created value appraisal 
and to only marginally positively influence employees’ appraisal. The difference between 
customers and employees extrinsic motivation could be explained by role expectations: 
customers are enjoying hospitality services, employees are being paid for the services performed. 
However, overall the results point to both customers and employees significantly more motivated 
by meaningfulness, fun and interest when choosing, accepting and participating in various 
hospitality and tourism provider value propositions.  
The testing of SDT need-satisfaction factors of autonomy, competence and relatedness 
revealed that in collaboration among customers and employees, three additive SDT factors drive 
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more significant results. A more detailed analysis revealed that autonomy and relatedness are 
crucial for collaboration. Autonomy was operationalized as commitment to operant resources, 
such as time, skill and knowledge. Relatedness was operationalized as being a part of the team: 
friends and family for customers, and co-workers for employees. However, in some instances 
competence is necessary to elevate the outcomes. For example, competence, the positive 
feedback from employees to customers on the progress of collaboration, was necessary to 
improve the appraisal of co-created value and internalization of extrinsic motivation for both 
customers and employees, and the perceptions of wellbeing for employees.  
Three business models were tested in Study 1: traditional, collaborative and shared. 
Business models revealed a moderation role between value propositions and customer outcomes, 
such as wellbeing and perceptions of service providers’ competitive service advantage. 
Remarkably, the traditional business model consistently received the highest level of acceptance 
and strength of SDT motivation. Accordingly, traditional business model perceptions and 
outcomes were compared with the collaborative business model results for both customers and 
employees in Study 2 and Study 3. By offering an opportunity to both employees and customers 
to satisfy their needs in autonomy, competence and relatedness through collaboration, service 
providers have an opportunity to reach the same evaluation of outcomes as traditional service 
providers. Essentially, additive SDT factors improved the likelihood of the collaborative 
business model to reach or surpass the outcomes of the traditional business model. 
Four value propositions were examined in Study 1 and Study 2: innovation, marketing, 
production, and recovery. Although, customers perceived the four types of value propositions 
differently, employees did not distinguish between value propositions. In fact, co-created value 
served as a full mediator for customers between value propositions and outcomes of 
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collaboration, but not for employees. Employees might perceive value propositions offered by 
the service provider as an indisputable part of their customer service role. Remarkably, 
employees consistently appraised value propositions significantly higher than customers. 
Conversely, in the majority of instances customers perceived production and recovery value 
propositions higher than innovation and marketing value propositions. The findings could 
potentially be explained by theory of value’s principle of consequentialism, which postulates that 
individuals appraise an object higher if it leads to intrinsic value, understood as happiness and 
wellbeing, faster, with fewer iterations.  
Overall, Study 2 and Study 3 results clearly point to the significant differences between 
customer and employee perceptions of value propositions, co-created value appraisal, SDT 
motivation dimensions, SDT factors and results of collaboration. Interestingly, in the majority of 
occasions employees evaluated the conditions and outcomes of collaboration higher than 
customers. These results may show differences in role perceptions between front-line employees 
and customers. The uncovered results may lead to a deeper understanding of the essential roles 
employees play in the collaborative economy.  In addition, the findings suggest that employee 
attitudes and behaviors may affect customer perceptions of services (Bowen, 2016). 
Surprisingly, the analysis of generational differences revealed mixed results. On one 
hand, membership in the generational cohort did not affect customers’ acceptance of value 
propositions. On the other, generations revealed differences in the appraisal of co-created value 
actualized through collaboration. Specifically, Millennials showed higher results of co-created 
value appraisal for innovation and marketing, and Baby Boomers for recovery. The findings may 
support the argument of higher levels of participation for Millennials due to crowdsourcing and 
user-generated content using social media platforms. 
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Finally, the overarching role of emotions in collaboration was exposed throughout the 
three studies. First, the affective component is an essential part of intrinsic motivation. Next, 
emotional acceptance received the strongest effect size for value propositions and served as a 
mediator to customer perceptions of competitive service advantage. Second, the affective 
response dimension of co-created value appraisal served as a mediator to outcomes of 
collaboration for customers and significantly affected the outcomes for employees, including 
wellbeing that contains an emotional appraisal of life. Furthermore, autonomy need-satisfaction 
was operationalized as a commitment to operant resources that both employees and customers 
integrate in the process of collaboration. Commitment to resources also included affective 
commitment (Mattilla, 2006). The results revealed that autonomy was evaluated as one of the 
main SDT need-satisfaction factors necessary for achieving higher outcomes of collaboration for 
both customers and employees.  
Theoretical Implications 
This dissertation offers significant implications to the theoretical development within 
Service-Dominant Logic (SDL) and value co-creation. Theoretical implications presented in this 
study are affecting services industries in general, and tourism and hospitality in particular. 
Overall the theoretical contribution of this study is six fold.  
First, this study explored self-determination theory from both motivation and need 
satisfaction standpoints applied to both customers and employees. The results extend the 
theoretical development and research of SDT introduced by Ryan and Deci (2000) and further 
extended by Ryan et al. (2008) and Deci and Ryan (2014). It is one of the first studies testing 
SDT in the value co-creation context building on studies of Engström and Elg (2015) and Verley 
(2015). Specifically, this study examined and confirmed the SDT motivational dimensions as 
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antecedents of co-created value, and motivators of acceptance of value propositions and business 
models. Furthermore, this study introduced SDT need-satisfaction to collaboration between 
customers and employees. Grounded in SDL’s conceptualization (Lusch & Vargo, 2014), in this 
study autonomy was examined as commitment to operant resources, competence as positive 
feedback from employee to the customers on the progress of collaboration, and relatedness, as 
being a part of the collective. This study is the first to examine and identify positive effects of 
SDT need-satisfaction on co-created value, wellbeing, employee job satisfaction, customer 
satisfaction, and perceptions of competitive service provider advantage. Finally, this study 
offered further evidence to support the advantage of the additive SDT need-satisfaction factors 
over independent SDT factors for both customers and employees (Reis et al., 2000; Pelletier et 
al., 2001; Ryan & Deci, 2008). 
Second, this study is the first to apply theory of acceptance to SDL and more specifically 
to SDL’s fundamental proposition regarding the value propositions offer-acceptance approach. 
SDL postulates that service providers may only offer value propositions and it’s in the hands of 
value beneficiaries, or customers in this study, to accept and integrate such value propositions 
(Vargo & Lusch, 2016). This study revealed the partial mediation effect of four dimensions of 
acceptance: cognitive, behavioral, normative and emotional from four types of value 
propositions on personal and organizational outcomes, such as wellbeing and competitive service 
advantage. Moreover, this study is the first to identify a moderation effect of business models on 
the paths between value proposition and value proposition acceptance. Finally, from the theory 
of acceptance this study extends the understanding of acceptance into the emotional dimension.  
Third, this study is the first to test co-created value within the theory of value. The 
findings revealed the instrumental nature of co-created value and identified the mediation role of 
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co-created value for customers on the path from value propositions to wellbeing, often 
considered an indicator of intrinsic value appraisal (Schroeder, 2016). Furthermore, this study 
supported consequentialism as a principle of the theory of value. Extrinsic, identified extrinsic, 
and intrinsic SDT motivation significantly influenced the perceptions of value and co-created 
value for both customers and employees and led to positive and significant impact on personal, 
organizational and co-outcomes of collaboration. Finally, this study extended the understanding 
of the agent-centric nature of value by comparing customers and employees value appraisals of 
different propositions, business models and outcomes.  
Fourth, this study revealed significant differences between customers and employees in 
the appraisal of various outcomes of collaboration. The findings led to a deeper understanding of 
role theory when applied to the dyadic customer-employee service interactions and 
interdependence of service exchange between dyadic partners (Solomon et al., 1985) in value co-
creation. Role theory postulates that both customers and employees have specific expectations of 
the roles they are likely to perform in service interactions (Biddle, 1986) such as collaboration or 
value co-creation. Furthermore, role theory identified patterns of behavior that are normatively 
accepted and expected in certain situations. Privileges, duties and obligations of each role-player 
are the role expectations that are building blocks of successful interactions in the dyadic 
customer-employee service exchanges (Sarbin & Allen, 1968). Role theory also explains the 
concept of the positive effect of past successful interactions on future service interaction 
(Broderick, 1999). The findings of this study showcase drastically different and higher 
perceptions of types of value propositions, value co-created through collaboration, and outcomes 
of collaboration for respondents assigned to front-line positions. Interestingly, respondents 
assigned to the employee conditions were not necessarily currently employed in the customer 
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service position, but had an experience working in the service industry. Therefore, the findings 
of this study revealed the potential for individuals with the past customer service experience of 
being highly involved and productive as co-creators. 
Furthermore, Bowen (2016) points to the dearth of research on the changing employee 
role in SDL and collaborative economy. He builds on role theory to identify the dramatic role of 
front-line employees’ “uniquely human approach” (Bolton, Gustafsson, McColl-Kennedy, 
Sirianni, & Tse, 2014, p. 264) on customer perceptions of service and endorses a significant 
correlation between customer and employee satisfaction. According to Bowen (2016), the 
changing roles of employees in collaborative economy were identified as innovators, 
differentiators, enablers, and coordinators. These roles could be linked to the value propositions 
examined in this study (innovation, marketing, production, recovery). Furthermore, the study 
results point to the role employees perform as collaboration’ advocates, subject matter experts 
and champions of value co-creation. 
Fifth, this study examined generational theory in the context of value proposition 
acceptance and co-created value appraisal. There was no moderation effect of generational 
membership from the value propositions various service providers offered to the customer 
acceptance. However, generational effects were identified in customer and employee appraisal of 
co-created value of various value propositions as a result of collaboration. This study is the first 
to explore the effects of generations on value proposition acceptance and value appraisal of 
collaboration.  
Finally, this study significantly contributes to the empirical and theoretical development 
of SDL in hospitality and tourism. It fortifies SDL with SDT, theory of acceptance, theory of 
value and generational theory and displays significant contributions of these mid-level theories to 
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overall understanding and application of SDL to hospitality and tourism service eco-systems 
(Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Furthermore, this study identifies differences in perceptions of direct 
interactions between customers and employees involved in value co-creation processes. Overall, 
this study introduces and examines a framework grounded in SDL, which explains the sequence 
of value creation from value propositions offered by service providers to customer acceptance of 
these value propositions, to how value is co-created through collaboration leading to positive 
personal, organizational and co-outcomes of value co-creation.  
Practical Implications 
The results of this study offer important practical managerial implications for 
practitioners in hospitality and tourism. The results underscore the growing importance of 
collaboration between service providers and customers. Therefore, service providers should 
consider creating opportunities for co-creation.  
To start, practitioners should focus their attention on perfecting co-production of service 
through customization and personalization of experience, and co-recovery from service failures 
(Etgar, 2008; Xu et al., 2014). To increase customer and employee engagement in collaboration, 
practitioners need to stress intrinsic motivating factors such as fun, interest, significance and 
importance of collaborative value creating activities (Ryan & Deci, 2001). If practitioners decide 
to create value propositions based on co-innovation and co-creation of marketing, they may want 
to start with Millennials as their target co-creating a market partnership segment. To improve 
value proposition acceptance, practitioners should include emotional components.   Furthermore, 
practitioners should focus their attention on customers and employees with past customer-service 
experiences and involve them in value co-creation and collaboration first. Practitioners should 
consider fully utilizing employees’ higher perceptions of collaboration and value propositions by 
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assigning collaboration-enabler roles to front-line employees (Bowen, 2016).When promoting 
co-creation, practitioners should stress positive outcomes such as the sense of wellbeing and 
satisfaction. The mutual win-win benefits should also be communicated. In addition, the 
emotional component of collaboration should be the centerpiece of any co-creation messaging. 
Keeping in mind that the way to behavioral acceptance, thus participation and purchase 
intention, is through cognitive acceptance of the service provider, practitioners should build trust 
and commitment first by displaying integrity, benevolence and commitment toward customers. 
Traditionally, trust and commitment are indicators of customer relationship development efforts 
(Morgan & Hunt, 1994) and value co-creation is relational in nature (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). 
Therefore building trusting relationships with the customers-collaborators is a crucial part of 
successful value propositions acceptance for hospitality service providers.  Furthermore, as 
normative acceptance and relatedness showed significant effects on outcomes of collaboration, 
practitioners should promote the networked effect of collaboration and teamwork as the core 
value of the process. In general, extrinsic motivation, such as monetary rewards, might not be 
necessary to achieve collaborations potential. Furthermore, practitioners should ensure 
conditions that enable autonomy, competence, and relatedness during value co-creation between 
customers and employees. The effort should be focused on all three SDT factors combined to 
reach the most benefits of co-creation. First, practitioners should increase customer and 
employee commitment to their operant resources, such as skills, knowledge, expertise and time 
they invest in collaboration. In this regard the opportunities for successful resource integration, 
as well as user-friendly collaboration tools, should be provided to both customers and employees 
(Belk, 2014). Every effort should be made to strengthen the emotional or affective commitment. 
Next, practitioners should offer opportunities for collective involvement in collaboration. For 
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customers, practitioners should invite customers’ social network to participate, such as their 
family members, friends, co-workers and members of their virtual and face-to-face communities. 
The calls for collaboration may start with the brand communities (Cova, Pace, & Skålén, 2015). 
If brand communities do not exist, practitioners may focus on the activities that create such 
communities.  
For employees, it is important to create collaborative teams or networks of like-minded 
individuals from various departments to ensure teamwork and support of the collaborative effort. 
Furthermore, employees should receive training on successful collaboration, resource 
integration, meaning creation, recognition and affective response to ensure co-created value 
reaches its potential. Special attention should be given to training on how to offer recognition to 
customers involved in collaboration through positive feedback on the progress of collaboration. 
Hospitality and tourism managers could benefit from employees’ high evaluation of 
collaboration with customers by requiring them to be innovators, differentiators, enablers, and 
coordinators (Bowen, 2016). However, with assigning new tasks to employees, managers also 
should provide tools and training to ensure the success of the collaborative efforts. 
Overall, hospitality and tourism managers might focus on internalizing employees’ 
customer-service values through need-satisfaction of autonomy, competence and relatedness 
(Ryan & Deci, 200), and explain the intrinsic benefits of employees as collaborators (Engström 
& Elg, 2015). Accordingly, practitioners should stress the importance, meaningfulness, interest, 
and excitement of value co-creation to customers, rather than offering extrinsic rewards for 
participation (Zwass, 2010). Practitioners should encourage collaborative behaviors between 
customers and employees who are ready to exchange their expertise, skills and knowledge and 
invest their time, but also offer intrinsic recognition to those customers who are involved, and 
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stress the collective effort from both sides in return for perceptions of competitive service 
advantage, wellbeing and satisfaction with the service provider. 
 
Limitations and Future Research 
 This three-stage study is not without limitations. However, limitations lead to potential 
new directions for future research. First, the experimental design based on scenarios depicting 
real life situations lacks external validity (Wickens & Keppel, 2004). Thus, conducting a quasi-
experimental study using customers and employees of real hospitality firms, which represent 
traditional, collaborative, shared business models would increase external validity. Furthermore, 
comparing first-time customers with returning guests, and new with experienced hospitality 
employees should shed more light into challenges collaboration represents for both customers 
and employees. In addition, dyadic interactions between a front-line employee and the client 
during real-life encounters should be investigated in various situations of collaboration: 
innovation, marketing, production, and recovery. 
  Second, disposition toward value propositions, business models, generations and self-
determination were tested only in a destination resort context. Therefore, researching other 
instances of collaboration in different service contexts could increase validity and 
generalizability of the results. Both service industries and manufacturing industries could be 
examined and results compared. Furthermore, this study explored mainly company-to-customer 
interactions. Value co-creation incorporates multiple networked actors and institutions 
(Edvardsson et al., 2011; Vargo & Lusch, 2016).  Future studies should focus on customer-to-
customer interactions including interactions within brand communities, and business-to-business 
interactions.  
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 Third, only few initial short-term collaborative interactions were examined. Long-term 
interactions, with more involved integration of resources should be studied to test long-term 
relationship development effects on outcome variables. In addition, to initial time and skills 
investment, information sharing, seeking, providing feedback and rapport building, other more 
involved knowledge sharing, advocacy, responsible behavior, and tolerance interactions during 
advanced stages of collaboration could be investigated and the effects tested (Yi & Gong, 2013). 
In addition, this study represents a cross-sectional design, a longitudinal approach should be 
undertaken to examine long-term effects of the initial stages of collaboration on outcomes and 
relationship development between customers and a company. Moreover, levels of acceptance of 
shared business models should be tested over an extended period of time to determine additional 
factors that contribute to the acceptance of novel and disruptive business models. Accordingly, a 
longitudinal study examining levels of acceptance of the shared business model is recommended 
to test the “chasm”, early majority and other growth stages of the service life-cycle framework as 
applied to business models (Beldona & Cobanoglu, 2007). 
Fourth, only customer service representatives’ roles were examined. Future studies, 
should examine the roles of employees as innovators, differentiators, enablers and 
communicators (Bowen, 2016). Furthermore, leadership roles in supporting collaboration and 
collaborative employee roles should be explored. Personal characteristics that enable 
collaboration for both front-line employees and supervisors could be examined. In addition to 
wellbeing, job satisfaction and competitive advantage, other organizational outcomes should be 
tested, such as engagement, citizenship behavior, job commitment, and turnover intention.  
Fifth, this study incorporated very few technological platforms that enable collaboration 
and the sharing economy. Future research should explore in detail the various tools that enable 
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collaboration and sharing and how they affect customer and employee perceptions. The results 
should lead to a better understanding of technological enablers of collaboration between 
customers, employees and business models. 
Finally, future of research should move toward investigating other components of value 
co-creation, such as co-creation of meaning (Karababa & Kjeldgaard, 2014) and the specific role 
of employees in the process. Moreover, this study began exploring the specific role of emotions 
in value co-creation. Future studies should deepen the understanding of the effects of emotions 
before, during and after collaboration. In conclusion, hospitality and tourism research should 
focus on the areas of value co-creation and collaboration that are unique to the industry, such as 
co-creation of memories that are often taking place among customers and facilitated by 
employees, but predominantly within hospitality and tourism service ecosystems.  
Summary 
The final chapter of this dissertation discussed the findings of each study, provided 
summarized conclusions, and offered theoretical and practical implications of effects of self-
determination on acceptance, evaluation and outcomes of collaborative value propositions. 
Hospitality and tourism service providers should emphasize the intrinsic drivers of involvement 
in collaborative value propositions and their positive impact on wellbeing for both customers and 
employees. Furthermore, hospitality and tourism service providers should offer opportunities to 
satisfy the needs for autonomy, competence and relatedness with collaborative partners to ensure 
positive outcomes of the process. The findings of this dissertation offer meaningful information 
to services management researchers and practitioners on the nature of value co-creation, 
collaboration between customers and employees and the psychological drivers of voluntary 
participation in co-creation.  
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APPENDIX A 
INFORMED CONSENT      
For questions regarding the rights of research subjects, any complaints or comments 
regarding the manner in which the study is being conducted, contact the UNLV Office of 
Research Integrity – Human Subjects at 702-895-2794, toll free at 877-895-2794 or via email at 
IRB@unlv.edu.      
For questions or concerns about the study, you may contact James Busser at 702-895-
0942 or Lenna Shulga at shulga@unlv.nevada.edu. 
Purpose of the Study    
You are invited to participate in a research study.  The purpose of this study is to examine 
customers' participation in creating a personal destination travel experience.     
Participants    
You are being asked to participate in the study because you fit the following criteria: 1) 
you are 18 years old or above; 2) you have traveled and stayed overnight at a hotel or resort.   
Procedures    
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to do the following: First 
you will be asked two screening questions to check your qualification for this survey. Then, you 
will start by reading a situation explaining your travel and resort choice. You will be presented 
with four different scenarios which might have happened during your resort experience and 
asked to provide your opinions. The last part of the survey will include demographic 
information. The survey should take about 10-15 minutes to complete.               
Benefits of Participation    
There will not be direct benefits to you as a participant in this study.  However, we hope 
to learn about the creation of your experience before, during and after your travel and your 
answers may help researchers and industry professionals to improve hospitality and tourism 
services.   
Risks of Participation    
There are risks involved in all research studies. This study may include only minimal 
risks.  You may feel emotionally uneasy when asked some demographic questions, and you will 
be given an option of "prefer not to answer" in some questions. Although we do not expect any 
harm to come upon any participants due to electronic malfunction of the computer, it is possible, 
though extremely rare and uncommon.                                                                      
Cost / Compensation   
There will not be financial cost to you to participate in this study.  The study will take 10-
15 minutes of your time.  You will not be compensated for your time directly from the 
researchers.          
Confidentiality    
All information gathered in this study will be kept confidential.  No reference will be 
made in written or oral materials that could link you to this study.  All records will be stored in a 
locked facility UNLV for 3 years after completion of the study.  After the storage time the 
information gathered will be permanently destroyed.                
Voluntary Participation    
Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate in this study 
or in any part of this study.  You may withdraw at any time without prejudice to your relations 
  
267 
 
with UNLV. You are encouraged to ask questions about this study at the beginning or any time 
during the research study.                                                                            
Participant Consent:  I have read the above information and agree to participate in this study.  I 
have been able to ask questions about the research study.  I am at least 18 years of age.  A copy 
of this form has been given to me.             
 I agree to participate  
 I do not agree to participate 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 
1. This survey is intended for people who travel and stay overnight at the hotel or resort. Have 
you traveled and spent a night at a hotel or resort over the last twelve (12) months? 
Yes / No 
2. This survey is intended for people who booked a hotel or resort for at least one night. Have 
you reserved a hotel or resort for at least one night over the last twelve (12) months? 
Yes / No 
3. Please indicate what year you were born: 
 1946 - 1964 
 1965 - 1980  
 1981 - 2000  
4. Do you have and use a smartphone? 
Yes / No  
Scenario 1: Traditional Business Model 
Innovation 
Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort over the winter holiday 
season.       
The Resort's Main Restaurant is hosting a Festive Holiday Dinner. The Restaurant Manager 
announced that the Holiday Dinner Menu consists of all-new and creative dishes. It's a NEW 
four-course Dinner prepared by the Resort's best chefs. 
Manipulation Check1  
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about new product or service. 
to no extent   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  to great extent 
Marketing 
Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort.      
You learned that the Resort started a new marketing campaign on social media, where they 
posted a video clip about the Resorts most popular spots and beautiful scenery. The video also 
had interviews with the General Manager, Restaurant Manager, Guest Relations Manager and 
Front-Desk employees, who told stories about working at the Resort. 
Manipulation Check 2 
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about marketing or advertising. 
to no extent   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  to great extent 
Production 
Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort.   
You decided to stop by the front-desk to ask a couple of questions about the Resort. The Front-
Desk Agent was very pleasant and knowledgeable. He guided you to the cool, hidden and unique 
things to do while you are experiencing the Destination. He also explained what your vacation 
package included, where to go to have your breakfast, lunch and dinner, as well where the bars 
were and what time the evening show started. He offered you brochures about possible walking 
excursions and sightseeing. He gave you the business hours for the spa, pool and fitness room.  
Manipulation Check 3 
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represent an offer about customer experience. 
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to no extent   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  to great extent 
Recovery  
Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort.  
When you were checking out you saw Guest Satisfaction Surveys displayed at the Front Desk. 
The Front-Desk Manager mentioned that you could take one and fill it out or you might also go 
online to submit your opinion. 
Manipulation Check 4  
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer to provide feedback and complaint. 
to no extent   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  to great extent 
Manipulation Check 5 
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a realistic offer you might see or read from a hospitality provider. 
to no extent   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  to great extent 
 
Manipulation Check 6 
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (great extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a traditional hospitality service provider's offer. 
to no extent   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  to great extent 
Manipulation Check 7 
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent) please rate to what extent this you are able to 
carry out the service provider’s offer. 
to no extent   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  to great extent 
Scenario: Collaborative Business Model 
Innovation  
Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort over the winter holiday 
season.     
The Resort’s Main Restaurant is hosting a Festive Holiday Dinner. The Restaurant Manager 
announced a contest for Resort guests to submit a recipe what will be used for the Holiday 
Dinner Menu.         
All Resort guests were invited to participate in the contest and submit their favorite recipe. The 
kitchen staff will select the semi-finalists who will be invited to the kitchen to cook their dishes 
with the crew followed by a tasting by Resort guests and voting for best recipes. The winning 
recipes will be included in the final Holiday Dinner.  
Manipulation Check 8 
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about new product or service. 
to no extent   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  to great extent 
Marketing 
Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort. 
You learned about a special contest that was announced by the Resort Marketing Director. The 
Resort was launching a social media campaign and asked guests to participate by submitting 
short videos about their unique vacation experiences at the Resort. The Resort provided the 
website to submit a video and any equipment if necessary. All Resort guest were invited to 
participate. The semi-finalist videos will be shown at a special viewing party and all Resort 
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guests will be able to vote. The finalists’ videos will be included in the Resorts social media 
campaign. 
Manipulation Check 9 
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about marketing or advertising 
to no extent   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  to great extent 
Production 
Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort.   
You learned about an opportunity to personalize your experience. The special Customer 
Experience Representative was available to every guest of the Resort. After discussing your 
interests and preferences, the Customer Experience Representative will personalize not only the 
Resort package, but also will guide you to the cool, hidden and unique things to do while you are 
experiencing the Destination.  The representative will prioritize suggestions of nearby locations 
of interest. As the result of you will have the customized services at the Resort, trendy places to 
visit, shows to see and restaurants to grab a meal. There is also an opportunity to join other 
guests with similar interests for a night out or an early morning hike. 
Manipulation Check 10 
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represent an offer about customer experience. 
to no extent   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  to great extent 
Recovery 
Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort.  
After you checked-out you received an invitation from the Guest Relations Manager to rate your 
overall experience at the Resort and share a story of your visit on hotel website and social media 
pages.  
Manipulation Check 11 
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer to provide feedback and complaint. 
to no extent   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  to great extent 
Manipulation Check 12 
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a realistic offer you might see or read from a hospitality provider. 
to no extent   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  to great extent 
Manipulation Check 12 
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer to participate in collaboration between customers and a traditional hospitality 
service provider. 
to no extent   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  to great extent 
Manipulation Check 13 
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent) please rate to what extent this you are able to 
carry out the service provider’s offer. 
to no extent   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  to great extent 
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Scenario: Shared Business Model 
Innovation 
Assume you are vacationing at a Destination over the winter holiday season.       
While making plans for your Festive Holiday Dinner you were searching on the internet and 
discovered that there is an app available for this Destination called EatWith (a Social Dining 
App***), where guests select a location and a host, then book their dinner online. Meals are 
served in the host's home. EatWith certifies the hosts in advance. You did your research and saw 
an open space close by. To book a reservation it was required that you submit your favorite 
recipe that could be selected for the Holiday Dinner menu. All booked dinner guests would vote 
online through the app for their favorite recipe. The winners would be able to either bring the 
dish or cook it at the host's home and have it served at the dinner.     
***An App – is an application that you can download to your mobile phone that fulfills a certain 
purposes. It also has specialty features that make use of your mobile phone and search for 
information is easier and fun.  
Manipulation Check 14 
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about new product or service. 
to no extent   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  to great extent 
Marketing 
Assume you are vacationing at a Destination. You learned about a special YouTube channels 
that fans of the Destination use and post videos of their unique vacation experiences at that 
Destination. You viewed videos by other travelers and read comments posted by fans. Everyone 
was welcomed to create and submit the videos to the Destination channel.  The most popular 
videos appeared on the top of the YouTube search results when searching the Destination.    
Manipulation Check 15 
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about marketing or advertising 
to no extent   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  to great extent 
Production 
Assume you are vacationing at a Destination. You learned about a mobile App*** called 
FieldTrip available for your location. FieldTrip is a mobile guide to the cool, hidden and unique 
things to do while you are experiencing the Destination. You tell or type in FieldTrip your 
interests, and it will prioritize suggestions of nearby locations of interest. When you get close to 
something interesting, Field trip will launch a pop-up on your mobile with details about the 
location, trendy places to visit, shows to see and restaurants to grab a meal that were suggested 
and rated by locals and other travelers.  It can also connect you with some locals: they post their 
plans and you can join them for drinks at a wine bar or for an early morning hike. This 
opportunity is only available on your smartphone.     
***An App – is an application that you can download to your mobile phone that fulfills a certain 
purposes. It also has specialty features that make use of your mobile phone and search for 
information is easier and fun. 
Manipulation Check 16 
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represent an offer about customer experience. 
to no extent   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  to great extent 
Recovery 
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Assume you are vacationing at a Destination. You stayed at your host’s house, which you 
booked through the AirBnB. (Airbnb is a peer-to-peer online marketplace and home-stay 
network enabling people to list or rent short-term lodging in residential properties, with the cost 
of such accommodation set by the property owner). After you checked-out you received an 
invitation from your host to rate your overall experience and share your story of your visit on 
AirBnB and social media pages.    
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer to provide feedback and complaint. 
Manipulation Check 17 
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a realistic offer you might see or read from a hospitality provider. 
to no extent   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  to great extent 
Manipulation Check 18 
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer to participate in collaboration and sharing from a non-traditional hospitality 
service provider. 
to no extent   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  to great extent 
Manipulation Check 19 
On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent) please rate to what extent this you are able to 
carry out the service provider’s offer. 
to no extent   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  to great extent 
 
5.  Thinking about your offer from the service provider, please indicate how strongly you agree 
or disagree with each statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is 
strongly agree (strongly disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / 
somewhat agree / agree/ strongly agree):      
Why would you consider the offer from the service provider? 
5.1. I wouldn't, because I really feel that I is wasting my time. 
5.2. I would do little because I do not think this offer is worth putting efforts into. 
5.3. I wouldn't know why I might be doing this, it is pointless. 
5.4. Because others would respect me more (e.g. family, friends, peers, colleagues, co-workers, 
supervisors…). 
5.5. To avoid being criticized by others (e.g. family, friends, peers, co-workers, supervisors…). 
5.6. Because others would reward me (e.g. family, friends, peers, co-workers, supervisors …). 
5.7. Because there are greater opportunities if I consider this. 
5.8. Because I will risk losing my benefits if I do not consider this. 
5.9. Because I have to prove to myself that I could. 
5.10. Because it makes me feel proud of myself. 
5.11. Because otherwise I would feel ashamed of myself. 
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5.12. Because otherwise I would feel bad about myself. 
5.13. Because I personally considered it important. 
5.14. Because considering this aligns with my personal values. 
5.15. Because considering this project has personal significance to me. 
5.16. Because I will have fun doing it. 
5.17. Because what I will do as the result of this offer is exciting. 
5.18. Because what I will do as the result of this offer is interesting. 
6. Thinking about your situation, please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each
statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is strongly agree (strongly
disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / somewhat agree / agree/
strongly agree):
6.1. This service provider can be counted on to do what is right. 
6.2. I believe this service provider has high integrity. 
6.3. I trust this service provider to keep my best interests in mind. 
6.4. I believe this service provider is trustworthy. 
7. Thinking about your situation, please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each
statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is strongly agree (strongly
disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / somewhat agree / agree/
strongly agree):
7.1. I think favorably about this service provider. 
7.2. I feel I am a part of this service provider community. 
7.3. I am an active supporter of this service provider. 
7.4. I interact with this service provider. 
8. Thinking about your situation, please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each
statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is strongly agree (strongly
disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / somewhat agree / agree/
strongly agree):
8.1. I am willing to participate in this offer from the service provider. 
8.2. I would like to participate in this offer from the service provider. 
8.3. Participation in this offer from the service provider will mean a lot for me. 
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 9. Thinking about your situation, please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each 
statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is strongly agree (strongly 
disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / somewhat agree / agree/ 
strongly agree):      
9.1. I say positive things about this service provider to other people. 
9.2. I recommend this service provider to anyone who seeks my advice. 
9.3. I will refer people I know to this service provider. 
9.4. I am likely to recommend friends to this service provider. 
 
10. Thinking about your situation, please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each 
statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is strongly agree (strongly 
disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / somewhat agree / agree/ 
strongly agree):      
10.1. I will “like” the information about service provider if I see it online. 
10.2. I will comment on this service provider reviews I read online. 
10.3. I will share the online reviews about this service provider I read with my friends. 
10.4. I will post my experiences with this service provider online. 
10.5. I will review this service provider on social media websites. 
10.6. I will recommend this service provider to other online users. 
 
11. Thinking about your situation, please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each 
statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is strongly agree (strongly 
disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / somewhat agree / agree/ 
strongly agree):      
11.1. I would like to try this service provider. 
11.2. I would buy this service if I happened to be offered one. 
11.3. I would actively seek out this service provider. 
11.4. I would patronize this service provider. 
11.5. I would chose to accept this service using the information provided.  
 
12. Thinking about your situation, please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each 
statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is strongly agree (strongly 
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disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / somewhat agree / agree/ 
strongly agree):     
12.1. I have a positive opinion about this service provider. 
12.2. I believe that this service provider follows laws and regulations. 
12.3. This provider does a good job offering services. 
12.4. I think that this service provider is honest. 
12.5. I think that this service provider is a necessary part of our society. 
13. Thinking about your situation, please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each
statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is strongly agree (strongly
disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / somewhat agree / agree/
strongly agree):
13.1. It is important that others like the service provider I use. 
13.2. I like to know what service providers make good impressions on others. 
13.3. I achieve a sense of belonging by getting the same service services they purchase. 
13.4. I often identify with other people by purchasing the same services they purchase. 
14. Thinking about your situation, please from each pair of words below select the circle that
best represents your feelings toward the offer from the service provider:
Negative 1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10 Positive
Bad 1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10 Good
Dislike it 1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10 Like it
Boring 1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10 Enjoyable
Irrelevant 1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10 Relevant
Useless 1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10 Useful
Meaningless 1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10 Meaningful
15. Thinking about your situation, please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each
statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is strongly agree (strongly
disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / somewhat agree / agree/
strongly agree):
15.1. As a result, this provider's services are superior to other offerings.
15.2. As a result, this service provider is superior to other service providers.
15.3. As a result, this service provider's offer gave the brand an important advantage over other
providers.
16. Thinking about your situation, please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each
statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is strongly agree (strongly
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disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / somewhat agree / agree/ 
strongly agree):   
16.1. I am satisfied with life in general. 
16.2. Overall, I felt happy after this provider's offer. 
16.3. I felt better physically and mentally after this provider's offer. 
16.4. Although I have my ups and downs, in general, I feel good about my life. 
 
17. What is your gender? 
Male / Female 
18. What year were you born? 
o 1900 
19. What is your current marital status? 
o Single, never married 
o Married or Living w/partner 
o Divorced or Separated 
o Widowed 
o Other 
20. Do you have children? Yes / No 
21. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
o Less than High School 
o High School / GED 
o Some College 
o College Degree 
o Post Graduate Degree 
22. What is your ethnicity? 
o White/Caucasian 
o African American 
o Hispanic 
o Asian 
o Native American 
o Pacific Islander 
o Other 
23.  Are you... 
o Full Time Employee 
o Part Time Employee 
o Retired 
o Student 
o Unemployed 
o Other 
 
24. What is your annual household income? 
o Less than 24,999  
o 25,000 – 49,999 
o 50,000 – 74,999 
o 75,000 – 99,999 
o 100,000 - 149,999 
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o 150,000 or more 
Thank you for your participation. If you have any questions regarding the survey, use of the data 
gathered, or have additional information you would like to provide, please contact Lenna 
Shulga (shulga@unlv.nevada.edu), or Dr. Busser (james.busser@unlv.edu). 
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APPENDIX B 
INFORMED CONSENT        
 
For questions regarding the rights of research subjects, any complaints or comments 
regarding the manner in which the study is being conducted, contact the UNLV Office of 
Research Integrity – Human Subjects at 702-895-2794, toll free at 877-895-2794 or via email at 
IRB@unlv.edu.      
For questions or concerns about the study, you may contact James Busser at 702-895-
0942 or Lenna Shulga at shulga@unlv.nevada.edu. 
Purpose of the Study    
You are invited to participate in a research study.  The purpose of this study is to examine 
customers' participation in creating a personal destination travel experience.     
Participants    
You are being asked to participate in the study because you fit the following criteria: 1) 
you are 18 years old or above; 2) you have traveled and stayed overnight at a hotel or resort.   
Procedures    
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to do the following: First 
you will be asked two screening questions to check your qualification for this survey. Then, you 
will start by reading a situation explaining your travel and resort choice. You will be presented 
with four different scenarios which might have happened during your resort experience and 
asked to provide your opinions. The last part of the survey will include demographic 
information. The survey should take about 10-15 minutes to complete.               
Benefits of Participation    
There will not be direct benefits to you as a participant in this study.  However, we hope 
to learn about the creation of your experience before, during and after your travel and your 
answers may help researchers and industry professionals to improve hospitality and tourism 
services.   
Risks of Participation    
There are risks involved in all research studies. This study may include only minimal 
risks.  You may feel emotionally uneasy when asked some demographic questions, and you will 
be given an option of "prefer not to answer" in some questions. Although we do not expect any 
harm to come upon any participants due to electronic malfunction of the computer, it is possible, 
though extremely rare and uncommon. 
Cost / Compensation  
There will not be financial cost to you to participate in this study.  The study will take 10-
15 minutes of your time.  You will not be compensated for your time directly from the 
researchers.          
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Confidentiality    
All information gathered in this study will be kept confidential.  No reference will be 
made in written or oral materials that could link you to this study.  All records will be stored in a 
locked facility UNLV for 3 years after completion of the study.  After the storage time the 
information gathered will be permanently destroyed.                
Voluntary Participation    
Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate in this study 
or in any part of this study.  You may withdraw at any time without prejudice to your relations 
with UNLV. You are encouraged to ask questions about this study at the beginning or any time 
during the research study.                                                                            
Participant Consent:  I have read the above information and agree to participate in this study.  I 
have been able to ask questions about the research study.  I am at least 18 years of age.  A copy 
of this form has been given to me.             
 I agree to participate  
 I do not agree to participate 
 
QUESTIONNAIRE  
 
Q2 This survey is intended for people who travel and stay overnight at the hotel or resort. Have 
you traveled and spent a night at a hotel or resort over the last twelve (12) months? 
 Yes  
 No 
 
Q3 This survey is intended for people who booked a hotel or resort for at least one night. Have 
you reserved a hotel or resort for at least one night over the last twelve (12) months? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
Q4 Please indicate what year you were born: 
 1946 - 1964 
 1965 - 1980 
 1981 - 2000  
 
Q5 Do you have and use a smartphone? 
 Yes  
 No  
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Q6 Did you at any point of your life worked in a service organization or in a service position? 
 Yes  
 No  
 
Employee – Outcome Variables: 
 
7.  Thinking about your offer from the service provider, please indicate how strongly you agree 
or disagree with each statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is 
strongly agree (strongly disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / 
somewhat agree / agree/ strongly agree):      
Why would you consider performing the duties assigned by your employer? 
7.1. I wouldn't, because I really feel that I is wasting my time. 
7.2. I would do little because I do not think this offer is worth putting efforts into. 
7.3. I wouldn't know why I might be doing this, it is pointless. 
7.4. Because others would respect me more (e.g. family, friends, peers, colleagues, co-workers, 
supervisors…). 
7.5. To avoid being criticized by others (e.g. family, friends, peers, co-workers, supervisors…). 
7.6. Because others would reward me (e.g. family, friends, peers, co-workers, supervisors …). 
7.7. Because there are greater opportunities if I consider this. 
7.8. Because I will risk losing my benefits if I do not consider this. 
7.9. Because I have to prove to myself that I could. 
7.10. Because it makes me feel proud of myself. 
7.11. Because otherwise I would feel ashamed of myself. 
7.12. Because otherwise I would feel bad about myself. 
7.13. Because I personally considered it important. 
7.14. Because considering this aligns with my personal values. 
7.15. Because considering this project has personal significance to me. 
7.16. Because I will have fun doing it. 
7.17. Because what I will do as the result of this offer is exciting. 
7.18. Because what I will do as the result of this offer is interesting. 
 
8. Thinking about your offer from the service provider, please indicate how strongly you agree or 
disagree with each statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is 
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strongly agree (strongly disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / 
somewhat agree / agree/ strongly agree):      
8.1. It was meaningful. 
8.2. This was important to me.  
8.3. The time I spent on it was worthwhile. 
8.4.It was valuable to me. 
8.5. My effort was worthwhile. 
8.6. We were a team.  
8.7. We created it together.  
8.8. We were working together. 
8.9. We cooperated with each other. 
8.10. We collaborated on the project.  
8.11. I shared my knowledge. 
8.12. I contributed my skills to this.  
8.13. I contributed my experience to this.  
8.14. I invested my resources.  
8.15. I made a personal investment in this.  
8.16. I received credit for this.  
8.17. Our results were recognized.  
8.18. Please choose strongly disagree here  
8.19. Others recognized the outcome. 
8.20. Others recognized me for this.  
8.21. We achieved mutual benefits  
8.22. This was fun. 
8.23. This was entertaining.  
8.24. This was enjoyable.  
8.25. This was interesting.\ 
8.26. It was exciting.  
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9. Thinking about your offer from the service provider, please indicate how strongly you agree or 
disagree with each statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is 
strongly agree (strongly disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / 
somewhat agree / agree/ strongly agree):      
9.1. As a result, this employers' services are superior to other offerings.  
9.2. As a result, this employers' provider is superior to other service providers. 
9.3. As a result, this employers services gave the brand an important advantage over other 
providers.  
10. Thinking about your offer from the service provider, please indicate how high you value with 
each statement on a scale from 1 to 9, from low to high: 
10.1. Overall, the value of this experience is  
10.2. Comparing what I gave up and what I received, this experience is  
10.3. The experience has satisfied my needs and wants 
 
11. Thinking about your offer from the service provider, please indicate how strongly you agree 
or disagree with each statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is 
strongly agree (strongly disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / 
somewhat agree / agree/ strongly agree):      
11.1. I feel that I am happier in my work than most people.  
11.2. I am disappointed that I ever took this job.  
11.3.Each day of work seems like it will never end.  
11.4. Most of the time, I have to force myself to go to work.  
11.5. I am satisfied with my job for the time being. 
11.6. I find real enjoyment in my work. 
 
12. Thinking about your offer from the service provider, please indicate how strongly you agree 
or disagree with each statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is 
strongly agree (strongly disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / 
somewhat agree / agree/ strongly agree):      
12.1. I am satisfied with life in general.  
12.2. Overall, I felt happy after this provider's offer. 
12.3. I felt better physically and mentally after this provider's offer. 
12.4. Although I have my ups and downs, in general, I feel good about my life. 
  
283 
 
 
Employee-Scenarios 
Q7      Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.      The Resort’s Main Restaurant is hosting a Festive Holiday Dinner. The Restaurant 
Manager announced a contest for Resort guests to create a new dish based on a list of ingredients 
provided and to submit a recipe that will be used for the Holiday Dinner Menu.        All Resort 
guests were invited to participate in the contest and submit their recipes. The kitchen staff will 
select the semi-finalists who will be invited to the kitchen to cook their dishes with the crew 
followed by a tasting by Resort guests and voting for best recipes. The winning recipes will be 
included in the final Holiday Dinner.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q8 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about new product or service. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
Q9      You were assigned to assist guests of the Resort, who decided to participate in creating a 
Holiday Dinner Menu.     You took your time to study the contest terms and spoke with the 
Restaurant Manager to learn all the details. When guests came to you asking questions, you took 
time to learn about your guests’ favorite recipes and why they decided to submit it for the 
contest.      You used your customer service skills to assist each guest to the best of your ability 
and enjoyed that they found your answers helpful.   
 Got it! (1) 
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Q10 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your commitment to time, skills, knowledge and overall effort invested in 
collaboration with the customers. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q33   Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.   A special contest was announced by the Resort Marketing Director. The Resort was 
planning a social media campaign and asked guests to participate by submitting short video 
about their unique vacation experiences at the Resort. The Resort provided the website to submit 
the video. Everyone was welcomed to participate. The semi-finalists' videos will be shown at a 
special viewing party and everybody at the Resort will be able to vote.  The finalists’ videos will 
be included in the Resorts social media campaign. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q34 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about marketing or advertising 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
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Q35     You were assigned to assist Resort guests, who decided to participate in creating a video 
describing their favorite experiences.   You took your time to study the context terms, you also 
spoke with the Marketing Director to learn about what the preferences might be. When guests 
were coming to asking questions, you also took time to learn about your guests’ favorite places 
and experience, and why they decided to include them in the videos. You used your customer 
service skills to assist them to the best of your ability and enjoyed that they found your answers 
helpful.    On more than one occasion you called the marketing team and ask them to assist 
guests with the details of filming the video.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q36 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your commitment to time, skills, knowledge and overall effort invested in 
collaboration with the customers. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q59 \    Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.    The Resort offers an opportunity to personalize guest experiences. Guests can 
customize their suite with pillows and blankets, toiletries and mini bar items. Guests also could 
book all dinners in advance with different personalized food and beverage packages. The Guest 
Service Representatives are also able to reserve the tickets for guests sightseeing tours, activities 
and various shows at the Resort (complimentary) and off-premises (price of tickets only, service 
free). There is also an opportunity for guests to join other guests with similar interests for a night 
out or an early morning hike.   This personalization of experience is accessible both in-person 
and on the Resorts mobile App, where conversation with customer experience representative 
could be done on-a-go. 
 Got it! (1) 
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Q60 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a service offer from a company to customers. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q61 \  You were assigned to assist guests with personalization of their experiences.   You took 
your time to study the possible options the Resort offers to guests. You also spoke to the 
Restaurant and Event Managers, Spa, Housekeeping and Maintenance teams to learn more about 
the services they offer.   When asked questions, you also took time to learn about their interests 
and preferences, and reasons for visit the Destination. On more than one occasion you called the 
Resort staff and other tourism companies to personalize your guests' experience and book 
various activities to fulfill their requests.    You used your customer service skills to assist them 
to the best of your ability and enjoyed being helpful.     
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q62 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your commitment to time, skills, knowledge and overall effort invested in 
collaboration with the customer. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q85      Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.    One of your responsibilities is to collect guest feedback and make sure guests review 
the Destination Resort online, including social media pages. You are responsible for sending the 
survey invitations, where they can easily rate their overall experience at the Resort and also share 
a story of their visit. 
 Got it! (1) 
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Q86 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer to provide a feedback and complaint. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q87        You were assigned to correspond with guests regarding their reviews both to the Resort 
directly and on social media.   You took your time read through every review you received and 
online post on social media. You carefully created personalized answers when the reviews were 
all positive. You specifically added excitement and joy in your replies. However, when you 
detected that there was an issue with the guest experience, you investigated the matter. First, you 
engaged in the conversation with the customer to find out the details about what went 
wrong.  Then, you asked the Resort’s staff to describe what happened. Further, you asked your 
customers how they want the matter to be solved. You tried your best to deliver exactly what 
your customers suggested. You used your customer service skills to turn the service failure 
around and delight your guests.   You enjoyed when they found your assistance helpful.   
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q88 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your commitment to time, skills, knowledge and overall effort invested in 
collaboration with the service provider. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q120      Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.      The Resort’s Main Restaurant is hosting a Festive Holiday Dinner. The Restaurant 
Manager announced a contest for Resort guests to create a new dish based on a list of ingredients 
provided and to submit a recipe, that will be used for the Holiday Dinner Menu.        All Resort 
guests were invited to participate in the contest and submit their recipes. The kitchen staff will 
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select the semi-finalists who will be invited to the kitchen to cook their dishes with the crew 
followed by a tasting by Resort guests and voting for best recipes. The winning recipes will be 
included in the final Holiday Dinner.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q121 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about new product or service. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
Q122        You were assigned to assist guests of the Resort, who decided to participate in 
creating a Holiday Dinner Menu.   When guests came with questions you directed them to the 
website for answers. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q123 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your commitment to time, skills, knowledge and overall effort invested in 
collaboration with the customers. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
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Q146      Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.   A special contest was announced by the Resort Marketing Director. The Resort was 
planning a social media campaign and asked guests to participate by submitting short video 
about their unique vacation experiences at the Resort. The Resort provided the website to submit 
the video. Everyone was welcomed to participate. The semi-finalists' videos will be shown at a 
special viewing party and everybody at the Resort will be able to vote.    The finalists’ videos 
will be included in the Resorts social media campaign. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q147 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about marketing or advertising 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q148      You were assigned to assist guests of the Resort, who decided to participate in creating 
a video describing their favorite experiences.    When guests came with questions you directed 
them to the website for answers. 
 Got it! (1) 
Q149 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your commitment to time, skills, knowledge and overall effort invested in 
collaboration with the customers. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q172        Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.    The Resort offers an opportunity to personalize guest experiences. Guests can 
customize their suite with pillows and blankets, toiletries and mini bar items. Guests also could 
book all dinners in advance with different personalized food and beverage packages. The Guest 
Service Representatives are also able to reserve the tickets for guests sightseeing tours, activities 
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and various shows at the Resort (complimentary) and off-premises (price of tickets only, service 
free). There is also an opportunity for guests to join other guests with similar interests for a night 
out or an early morning hike.   This personalization of experience is accessible both in-person 
and on the Resorts mobile App, where conversation with customer experience representative 
could be done on-a-go. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q173 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a service offer from a company to customers. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q174          You were assigned to assist guests with personalization of their experiences.   When 
guests came with questions you directed them to the website for answers. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q175 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your commitment to time, skills, knowledge and overall effort invested in 
collaboration with the customer. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
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Q198      Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.    One of your responsibilities is to collect guest feedback and make sure guests review 
the Destination Resort online, including social media pages. You are responsible for sending the 
survey invitations, where they can easily rate their overall experience at the Resort and also share 
a story of their visit. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q199 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer to provide a feedback and complaint. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
Q200      You were assigned to correspond with guests regarding their reviews both to the Resort 
directly and on social media.   You sent a standard Thank You note to guests. 
 Got it! (1) 
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Q201 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your commitment to time, skills, knowledge and overall effort invested in 
collaboration with the service provider. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q224      Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.      The Resort’s Main Restaurant is hosting a Festive Holiday Dinner. The Restaurant 
Manager announced a contest for Resort guests to create a new dish based on a list of ingredients 
provided and to submit a recipe, that will be used for the Holiday Dinner Menu.        All Resort 
guests were invited to participate in the contest and submit their recipes. The kitchen staff will 
select the semi-finalists who will be invited to the kitchen to cook their dishes with the crew 
followed by a tasting by Resort guests and voting for best recipes. The winning recipes will be 
included in the final Holiday Dinner.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q225 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about new product or service. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q226      You were assigned to assist guests of the Resort, who decided to participate in creating 
a Holiday Dinner Menu.   You learned the contest terms and spoke with the Restaurant Manager 
to find out about what the preferences might be. When guests were coming asking questions, you 
provided them with helpful advice and feedback about the recipes they were preparing to 
submit.   You also encouraged guests to participate and cheered for their submissions to win. 
 Got it! (1) 
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Q227 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a positive feedback provided by you to customers about the progress of the 
collaborative project. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q228      Assume you are the Guest service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.      A special contest was announced by the Resort Marketing Director. The Resort was 
planning a social media campaign and asked the guests to participate by submitting their short 
videos about their unique vacation experiences at the Resort. The Resort provided the website 
where to submit the videos and equipment if necessary. Everyone was welcomed to participate. 
The semi-finalists videos will be showed at a special viewing party and everybody at the Resort 
will be able to vote.      The finalists’ videos will be included in the Resorts social media 
campaign. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q229 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about marketing or advertising 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
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Q230        You were assigned to assist guests of the Resort, who decided to participate in 
creating a video describing their favorite experiences.       You learned about the context terms, 
you also spoke with the Marketing Director to find out about what the preferences might be. 
When guests were coming asking questions, you provided them with the helpful advice and 
feedback about the videos they were preparing to submit.         You also encouraged guests to 
participate and cheered for their submissions to win. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q231 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a positive feedback provided by you to customers about the progress of the 
collaborative project. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q232     Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.   The Resort offers an opportunity to personalize the guests’ experiences. There is an 
opportunity to customize guest’s suite with the pillows and blankets, the toiletries and mini bar 
items. Guests also could book all dinners in advance with different personalized food and 
beverage packages. The Resort representatives are also able to reserve the tickets for the guests 
to sightseeing tours, activities and various shows at the Resort (complimentary) and off-premises 
(price of tickets only, service free). There is also an opportunity for the guests to join other 
guests with similar interests for a night out or an early morning hike.   This opportunity is 
accessible both in-person and as Resorts mobile App, where the conversation with customer 
experience representative could be done on-a-go. 
 Got it! (1) 
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Q233 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a service offer from a company to customers. 
1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
         
Q234      You were assigned to assist guests with personalization of their experiences.   You 
studied the possible options the Resort offers to the guests. When guests were coming for a 
consultation, you asked many questions to find out their interests and preferences. You provided 
them with the detailed and helpful advice and feedback about the activities they were planning to 
reserve. You also encouraged guests to experience other activities not originally considered by 
your customers.   You also shared your hopes for your customers to truly enjoy the activities and 
customized packages they created.   
 Got it! (1) 
Q235 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a positive feedback provided by you to customers about the progress of the 
collaborative project. 
1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
         
Q236      Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.    One of your responsibilities is to collect a guest feedback and make sure guests rate the 
Destination Resort online, including social media pages. You are responsible for sending the 
survey invitations, where they can easily rate their overall experience at the Resort and also can 
share a story of their visit. 
 Got it! (1) 
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Q237 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer to provide a feedback and complaint. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q238      You were assigned to correspond with the guests regarding their reviews both to the 
Resort directly and on social media.   You took your time read through every review you 
received and online post on social media. When guests posted a positive and high-rated review 
you answered with excitement and encouragement. You also positively commented on their 
experiences and tried to explain what made the visit so memorable. When guests posted negative 
reviews you tried to find out what went wrong and how you can help. You offered your guests to 
how you can turn the experience around and make it better. You also helped to prevent the 
situation from happening in the future by providing an encouraging advice and helpful 
tips.   You enjoyed when they found your assistance helpful.   
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q239 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a positive feedback provided by you to customers about the progress of the 
collaborative project. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
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Q240      Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.      The Resort’s Main Restaurant is hosting a Festive Holiday Dinner. The Restaurant 
Manager announced a contest for Resort guests to create a new dish based on a list of ingredients 
provided and to submit a recipe, that will be used for the Holiday Dinner Menu.        All Resort 
guests were invited to participate in the contest and submit their recipes. The kitchen staff will 
select the semi-finalists who will be invited to the kitchen to cook their dishes with the crew 
followed by a tasting by Resort guests and voting for best recipes. The winning recipes will be 
included in the final Holiday Dinner.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q241 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about new product or service. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q242      You were assigned to assist guests of the Resort, who decided to participate in creating 
a Holiday Dinner Menu.   When guests came with questions you  simply answered them.  There 
was no need to comment on guests’ ideas or details of their recipes. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q243 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a positive feedback provided by you to customers about the progress of the 
collaborative project. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q244      Assume you are the Guest service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.   A special contest was announced by the Resort Marketing Director. The Resort was 
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planning a social media campaign and asked the guests to participate by submitting their short 
videos about their unique vacation experiences at the Resort. The Resort provided the website 
where to submit the videos and equipment if necessary. Everyone was welcomed to participate. 
The semi-finalists videos will be showed at a special viewing party and everybody at the Resort 
will be able to vote.   The finalists’ videos will be included in the Resorts social media campaign. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q245 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about marketing or advertising 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q246      You were assigned to assist guests of the Resort, who decided to participate in creating 
a video describing their favorite experiences.    When guests came with questions you simply 
answered them. There was no need to comment on guests’ ideas or details of their videos. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q247 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a positive feedback provided by you to customers about the progress of the 
collaborative project. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
Q248        Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.   The Resort offers an opportunity to personalize the guests’ experiences. There is an 
opportunity to customize guest’s suite with the pillows and blankets, the toiletries and mini bar 
items. Guests also could book all dinners in advance with different personalized food and 
beverage packages. The Resort representatives are also able to reserve the tickets for the guests 
to sightseeing tours, activities and various shows at the Resort (complimentary) and off-premises 
(price of tickets only, service free). There is also an opportunity for the guests to join other 
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guests with similar interests for a night out or an early morning hike.   This opportunity is 
accessible both in-person and as Resorts mobile App, where the conversation with customer 
experience representative could be done on-a-go. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q249 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a service offer from a company to customers. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q250        You were assigned to assist guests with personalization of their experiences.   When 
guests came with questions you simply answered them. There was no need to comment on 
guests’ ideas or details of their personalized packages. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q251 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a feedback provided by you to customers about the progress of the collaborative 
project. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q252      Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.    One of your responsibilities is to collect a guest feedback and make sure guests rate the 
Destination Resort online, including social media pages. You are responsible for sending the 
survey invitations, where they can easily rate their overall experience at the Resort and also can 
share a story of their visit. 
 Got it! (1) 
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Q253 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer to provide a feedback and complaint. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q254      You were assigned to correspond with the guests regarding their reviews both to the 
Resort directly and on social media.   You simply answered all reviews satisfactory and on-
time.     There was no need to comment on guests’ reviews or details of their stays. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q255 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a feedback provided by you to customers about the progress of the collaborative 
project. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q256      Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.      The Resort’s Main Restaurant is hosting a Festive Holiday Dinner. The Restaurant 
Manager announced a contest for Resort guests to create a new dish based on a list of ingredients 
provided and to submit a recipe, that will be used for the Holiday Dinner Menu.        All Resort 
guests were invited to participate in the contest and submit their recipes. The kitchen staff will 
select the semi-finalists who will be invited to the kitchen to cook their dishes with the crew 
followed by a tasting by Resort guests and voting for best recipes. The winning recipes will be 
included in the final Holiday Dinner.  
 Got it! (1) 
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Q257 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about new product or service. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q258      You were assigned to assist guests of the Resort, who decided to participate in creating 
a Holiday Dinner Menu.    You spoke to the Restaurant Manager to learn about the terms of the 
contest. When answering your customers questions, you also involved your Manager, Restaurant 
Manager and other kitchen staff to help your customers. Sometimes you also engaged other 
Guest Service Representatives to discuss and find the best answer in order to help your 
customers.   You were glad to learn when customers found your joint advice helpful. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q259 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your involvement in the collaborative project with the customers as a part of a Resort-
employee team. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
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Q260   Assume you are the Guest service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.   A special contest was announced by the Resort Marketing Director. The Resort was 
planning a social media campaign and asked the guests to participate by submitting their short 
videos about their unique vacation experiences at the Resort. The Resort provided the website 
where to submit the videos and equipment if necessary. Everyone was welcomed to participate. 
The semi-finalists videos will be showed at a special viewing party and everybody at the Resort 
will be able to vote.   The finalists’ videos will be included in the Resorts social media campaign. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q261 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about marketing or advertising 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
Q262      You were assigned to assist guests of the Resort, who decided to participate in creating 
a video describing their favorite experiences.   You spoke with the Marketing Director to learn 
about what the preferences might be.  Based on your customers' questions and ideas you 
involved other employees of the Resort to assist the your customers. On more than one occasion 
you called Marketing Team and ask them to help guests with the details of filming the 
video. Sometimes you also engaged other Guest Service Representatives to discuss and find the 
best answer in order to help your customers.   You were glad to learn when customers found 
your joint advice helpful. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q263 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents the your involvement in the collaborative project with the customers as a part of the 
Resort-employee team. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
  
303 
 
Q264     Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.  The Resort offers an opportunity to personalize the guests’ experiences.   There is an 
opportunity to customize guest’s suite with the pillows and blankets, the toiletries and mini bar 
items. Guests also could book all dinners in advance with different personalized food and 
beverage packages. The Resort representatives are also able to reserve the tickets for the guests 
to sightseeing tours, activities and various shows at the Resort (complimentary) and off-premises 
(price of tickets only, service free). There is also an opportunity for the guests to join other 
guests with similar interests for a night out or an early morning hike.   This opportunity is 
accessible both in-person and as Resorts mobile App, where the conversation with customer 
experience representative could be done on-a-go. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q265 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a service offer from a company to customers. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q266        You were assigned to assist guests with personalization of their experiences.    You 
studied the possible options the Resort offers to the guests. You also spoke to the Resort 
department teams to learn more about the services they offer.      On more then one occasion you 
involved your Manager, Restaurant and Event Managers, Spa, Housekeeping and Maintenance 
and other marketing and tech-support staff to help your customer. Sometimes you also engaged 
other Guest Service Representatives to discuss and find the best answer in order to customize the 
experiences for your customers.   You were glad to learn when customers found the your joint 
advice helpful.   
 Got it! (1) 
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Q267 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your involvement in the collaborative project with the customers as a part of the 
Resort-employee team. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q268      Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.    One of your responsibilities is to collect a guest feedback and make sure guests rate the 
Destination Resort online, including social media pages. You are responsible for sending the 
survey invitations, where they can easily rate their overall experience at the Resort and also can 
share a story of their visit. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q269 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer to provide a feedback and complaint. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
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Q270        You were assigned to correspond with the guests regarding their reviews both to the 
Resort directly and on social media.   You read through every review you received and online 
post on social media. You made sure that a lot of people on your team had a chance to engage 
with the customers. When the review was positive and the guest mentioned a great work done by 
a specific employee or a department you offered that person or department manager to answer 
the guest.   When the review was negative you also asked everybody involved to help to resolve 
the issue. Often you included the customer in the issue recovery. For example, instead of just 
giving a discount or a refund, you asked customers how they want the issue to be resolved.   You 
were glad to learn when customers found your joint assistance helpful and they were satisfied 
with the service recovery.    
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q271 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your involvement in the collaborative project with the customers as a part of the 
Resort-employee team. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q272      Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.    The Resort’s Main Restaurant is hosting a Festive Holiday Dinner. The Restaurant 
Manager announced a contest for Resort guests to create a new dish based on a list of ingredients 
provided and to submit a recipe, that will be used for the Holiday Dinner Menu.        All Resort 
guests were invited to participate in the contest and submit their recipes. The kitchen staff will 
select the semi-finalists who will be invited to the kitchen to cook their dishes with the crew 
followed by a tasting by Resort guests and voting for best recipes. The winning recipes will be 
included in the final Holiday Dinner.  
 Got it! (1) 
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Q273 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about new product or service. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q274        You were assigned to assist guests of the Resort, who decided to participate in 
creating a Holiday Dinner Menu.    When guests came with questions you personally answered 
them. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q275 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your involvement in the collaborative project with the customers as a part of the 
Resort-employee team. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q276      Assume you are the Guest service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.   A special contest was announced by the Resort Marketing Director. The Resort was 
planning a social media campaign and asked the guests to participate by submitting their short 
videos about their unique vacation experiences at the Resort. The Resort provided the website 
where to submit the videos and equipment if necessary. Everyone was welcomed to participate. 
The semi-finalists videos will be showed at a special viewing party and everybody at the Resort 
will be able to vote.   The finalists’ videos will be included in the Resorts social media campaign. 
 Got it! (1) 
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Q277 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about marketing or advertising 
1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
         
Q278        You were assigned to assist guests of the Resort, who decided to participate in 
creating a video describing their favorite experiences.   When guests came with questions you 
personally answered them. 
 Got it! (1) 
Q279 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your involvement in the collaborative project with the customers as a part of the 
Resort-employee team. 
1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
         
Q280       Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.  The Resort offers an opportunity to personalize the guests’ experiences.   There is an 
opportunity to customize guest’s suite with the pillows and blankets, the toiletries and mini bar 
items. Guests also could book all dinners in advance with different personalized food and 
beverage packages. The Resort representatives are also able to reserve the tickets for the guests 
to sightseeing tours, activities and various shows at the Resort (complimentary) and off-premises 
(price of tickets only, service free). There is also an opportunity for the guests to join other 
guests with similar interests for a night out or an early morning hike.   This opportunity is 
accessible both in-person and as Resorts mobile App, where the conversation with customer 
experience representative could be done on-a-go. 
 Got it! (1) 
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Q281 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a service offer from a company to customers. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q282         You were assigned to assist guests with personalization of their experiences.   When 
guests came with questions you personally answered them. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q283 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your involvement in the collaborative project with the customers as a part of the 
Resort-employee team. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q284      Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.    One of your responsibilities is to collect a guest feedback and make sure guests rate the 
Destination Resort online, including social media pages. You are responsible for sending the 
survey invitations, where they can easily rate their overall experience at the Resort and also can 
share a story of their visit. 
 Got it! (1) 
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Q285 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer to provide a feedback and complaint. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q286        You were assigned to correspond with the guests regarding their reviews both to the 
Resort directly and on social media.   You personally answered all reviews satisfactory and on-
time.   
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q287 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your involvement in the collaborative project with the customers as a part of the 
Resort-employee team. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q288       Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.   The Resort's Main Restaurant is hosting a Festive Holiday Dinner. The Restaurant 
Manager announced that the Holiday Dinner Menu consists of all-new and creative dishes. It's a 
NEW four-course Dinner prepared by the Resort's best chefs. The Restaurant Manager asked you 
to distribute the information about the Holiday Dinner Menu to the guests. He provided a 
postcard to hand out to the guests.        You decided to learn about the Holiday Dinner Menu 
more, read the postcard, and handed it out to the guests. 
 Got it! (1) 
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Q289 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about new product or service. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q300      Assume you are the Guest service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.      A Resort Marketing Director announced a new marketing campaign on social media: 
a new video clip about the Resorts most popular spots and beautiful scenery was published. The 
video also had interviews with the General Manager, Restaurant Manager, Guest Relations 
Manager and Front-Desk employees, who told stories about working at the Resort. The 
Marketing Manager asked you to distribute the information about new video clip to the guests. 
She provided a postcard to hand out to the guests.        You decided to check out the social media 
website, watched the video about the Resort, and handed out the postcard to the guests.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q301 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about marketing or advertising 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
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Q312      Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination Resort. 
Your responsibilities include to guide guests to the cool, hidden and unique things to do while 
you are experiencing the Destination.     You explain to the guests what your vacation package 
includes, where to go to have the breakfast, lunch and dinner, as well where the bars are and 
what time the evening show start. You offer the brochures about possible walking excursions and 
sightseeing. You also give out information about the business hours for the spa, pool and fitness 
room.       
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q313 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represent an offer about customer experience. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q324      Assume you are the Guest Service Representative at an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.  One of your responsibilities is to collect guest feedback and make sure guests fill out the 
Guest Satisfaction Surveys that are displayed at the Front Desk.  You read the Guest Satisfaction 
Survey, decided to give it to the departing guests, and ask them to fill it out at their convenience.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q325 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer to provide feedback and complaint. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Custome – Outcome Variables: 
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13.  Thinking about your offer from the service provider, please indicate how strongly you agree 
or disagree with each statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is 
strongly agree (strongly disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / 
somewhat agree / agree/ strongly agree):      
Why would you consider being involved with the service provider? 
13.1. I wouldn't, because I really feel that I is wasting my time. 
13.2. I would do little because I do not think this offer is worth putting efforts into. 
13.3. I wouldn't know why I might be doing this, it is pointless. 
13.4. Because others would respect me more (e.g. family, friends, peers, colleagues, co-workers, 
supervisors…). 
13.5. To avoid being criticized by others (e.g. family, friends, peers, co-workers, supervisors…). 
13.6. Because others would reward me (e.g. family, friends, peers, co-workers, supervisors …). 
13.7. Because there are greater opportunities if I consider this. 
13.8. Because I will risk losing my benefits if I do not consider this. 
13.9. Because I have to prove to myself that I could. 
13.10. Because it makes me feel proud of myself. 
13.11. Because otherwise I would feel ashamed of myself. 
13.12. Because otherwise I would feel bad about myself. 
13.13. Because I personally considered it important. 
13.14. Because considering this aligns with my personal values. 
13.15. Because considering this project has personal significance to me. 
13.16. Because I will have fun doing it. 
13.17. Because what I will do as the result of this offer is exciting. 
13.18. Because what I will do as the result of this offer is interesting. 
 
14. Thinking about your offer from the service provider, please indicate how strongly you agree 
or disagree with each statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is 
strongly agree (strongly disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / 
somewhat agree / agree/ strongly agree):      
14.1. It was meaningful. 
14.2. This was important to me.  
14.3. The time I spent on it was worthwhile. 
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14.4.It was valuable to me. 
14.5. My effort was worthwhile. 
14.6. We were a team.  
14.7. We created it together.  
14.8. We were working together. 
14.9. We cooperated with each other. 
14.10. We collaborated on the project.  
14.11. I shared my knowledge. 
14.12. I contributed my skills to this.  
14.13. I contributed my experience to this.  
14.14. I invested my resources.  
14.15. I made a personal investment in this.  
14.16. I received credit for this.  
14.17. Our results were recognized.  
14.18. Please choose strongly disagree here  
14.19. Others recognized the outcome. 
14.20. Others recognized me for this.  
14.21. We achieved mutual benefits  
14.22. This was fun. 
14.23. This was entertaining.  
14.24. This was enjoyable.  
14.25. This was interesting.\ 
14.26. It was exciting.  
 
15. Thinking about your offer from the service provider, please indicate how strongly you agree 
or disagree with each statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is 
strongly agree (strongly disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / 
somewhat agree / agree/ strongly agree):      
15.1. As a result, this employers' services are superior to other offerings.  
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15.2. As a result, this employers' provider is superior to other service providers. 
15.3. As a result, this employers services gave the brand an important advantage over other 
providers.  
16. Thinking about your offer from the service provider, please indicate how high you value with 
each statement on a scale from 1 to 9, from low to high: 
16.1. Overall, the value of this experience is  
16.2. Comparing what I gave up and what I received, this experience is  
16.3. The experience has satisfied my needs and wants 
 
17. Thinking about your offer from the service provider, please indicate how strongly you agree 
or disagree with each statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is 
strongly agree (strongly disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / 
somewhat agree / agree/ strongly agree):      
17.1 I am sure it was the right thing to choose this Resort 
17.2 Using this resort has been a good experience  
17.3. I feel good about my decision to stay at this Resort 
17.4. I have truly enjoyed this Resort 
17.5. I am satisfied with my decision to stay at this Resort 
 
18. Thinking about your offer from the service provider, please indicate how strongly you agree 
or disagree with each statement on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is 
strongly agree (strongly disagree / disagree / somewhat disagree / neither agree nor disagree / 
somewhat agree / agree/ strongly agree):      
18.1. I am satisfied with life in general.  
18.2. Overall, I felt happy after this provider's offer. 
18.3. I felt better physically and mentally after this provider's offer. 
18.4. Although I have my ups and downs, in general, I feel good about my life. 
Customer –Scenarios 
Q336   Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort over the winter holiday 
season.      The Resort’s Main Restaurant is hosting a Festive Holiday Dinner. The Restaurant 
Manager announced a contest for Resort guests to create a new dish based on a list of ingredients 
provided and to submit a recipe, that will be used for the Holiday Dinner Menu.        All Resort 
guests were invited to participate in the contest and submit their recipes. The kitchen staff will 
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select the semi-finalists who will be invited to the kitchen to cook their dishes with the crew 
followed by a tasting by Resort guests and voting for best recipes. The winning recipes will be 
included in the final Holiday Dinner.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q337 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about new product or service. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q338    You decided to participate in creating the Holiday Dinner Menu by submitting a favorite 
Apple Pie recipe. You took your time to search for your recipe, recalled the special ingredients 
and baking directions for the crust and filling. You carefully recorded all steps to make sure the 
recipe is easy to follow and covers all necessary details. You were very excited to put together 
your submission.      You sent your recipe to the Chef with a special note about your family, that 
shared this pie every holiday for as long as you can remember. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q339 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your commitment to time, skills, knowledge and overall effort invested in the project 
with the service provider. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q362    Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort.      You learned about 
a special contest that was announced by the Resort Marketing Director.      The Resort was 
launching a social media campaign and asked guests to participate by submitting short videos 
about their unique vacation experiences at the Resort. The Resort provided the website to submit 
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a video and any equipment if necessary. All Resort guest were invited to participate. The semi-
finalist videos will be shown at a special viewing party and all Resort guests will be able to vote. 
The finalists’ videos will be included in the Resorts social media campaign. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q363 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about marketing or advertising 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q364      You have decided to participate in creating a video describing your favorite 
experiences. You took your time to walk around the Resort, chose and film your favorite Resort 
sites. You also carefully chose music to accompany your video. You used your own camera to 
film the video, and a special software, you downloaded and knew how to use, to edit your 
creation. You were very excited to put together your submission. You uploaded the video to the 
Resort website. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q365 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your commitment to time, skills, knowledge and overall effort invested in the project 
with the service provider. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q388     Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort and learned about an 
opportunity to personalize your experience.  The special Customer Experience Representative 
was available to every guest of the Resort. After discussing your interests and preferences, the 
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Customer Experience Representative will personalize not only the Resort package, but also will 
guide you to the cool, hidden and unique things to do while you are experiencing the 
Destination.   The representative will prioritize suggestions of nearby locations of interest. As the 
result of you will have the customized services at the Resort, trendy places to visit, shows to see 
and restaurants to grab a meal. There is also an opportunity to join other guests with similar 
interests for a night out or an early morning hike. This opportunity was accessible both in-person 
and through the Resorts mobile App***, where a conversation with Customer Experience 
Representative could be done on-line.     ***An App – is an application that you can download to 
your mobile phone that fulfills a certain purposes. It also has specialty features that make use of 
your mobile phone and search for information is easier and fun.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q389 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about customer experience. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q390        You have decided to participate in personalizing your stay at the Resort.  You 
scheduled your appointment and met with the Customer Experience Representative for a good 
amount of time. You took your time to fully describe your interests and expectations about 
different aspects of your vacation: your room, your dining, your sightseeing, your shows and 
other activities. You also shared information, you collected, about some activities that you might 
be really interested in trying. Based on your ideas the Customer Experience Representative 
customized your stay. It was a great and very productive conversation.  At the end you had your 
stay at the Resort fully personalized based on your interests, preferences and availability.  
 Got it! (1) 
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Q391 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your commitment to time, skills, knowledge and overall effort invested in 
collaboration with the service provider. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q414      Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort over the winter 
holiday season.      After you checked-out you received a guest satisfaction survey invitation 
from the Guest Relations Manager to rate your overall experience at the Resort and to share a 
story of your visit on the Resort website and social media pages.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q415 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer to provide a feedback and complaint. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
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Q416         You decided to submit your review.  You took your time to think through each and 
every detail of your visit. You highlighted really amazing experiences you had, commenting both 
on your accommodations and atmosphere. You also commented on how professional the staff 
was. Being in customer service yourself you know how difficult it is sometimes to provide an 
outstanding service. The only problem you were able to acknowledge was that the room felt 
really cold due to the problem with the AC system and you had to sleep in your sweater. You 
submitted your review. The Guest Relations Manager emailed thank you for the review and 
asked you how they can fix the problem you had. You thought about what would help and asked 
for a one-night refund. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q417 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your commitment to time, skills, knowledge and overall effort invested in 
collaboration with the service provider. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q440   Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort over the winter holiday 
season.      The Resort’s Main Restaurant is hosting a Festive Holiday Dinner. The Restaurant 
Manager announced a contest for Resort guests to create a new dish based on a list of ingredients 
provided and to submit a recipe, that will be used for the Holiday Dinner Menu.        All Resort 
guests were invited to participate in the contest and submit their recipes. The kitchen staff will 
select the semi-finalists who will be invited to the kitchen to cook their dishes with the crew 
followed by a tasting by Resort guests and voting for best recipes. The winning recipes will be 
included in the final Holiday Dinner.  
 Got it! (1) 
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Q441 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about new product or service. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q442     You decided to participate in creating the Holiday Dinner Menu by submitting an Apple 
Pie recipe.   You quickly searched on-line for an apple pie recipe, printed and submitted it to the 
Chef.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q443 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your commitment to time, skills, knowledge and overall effort invested in 
collaboration with the service provider. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q466      Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort.      You learned 
about a special contest that was announced by the Resort Marketing Director.      The Resort was 
launching a social media campaign and asked guests to participate by submitting short videos 
about their unique vacation experiences at the Resort. The Resort provided the website to submit 
a video and any equipment if necessary. All Resort guest were invited to participate. The semi-
finalist videos will be shown at a special viewing party and all Resort guests will be able to vote. 
The finalists’ videos will be included in the Resorts social media campaign. 
 Got it! (1) 
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Q467 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about marketing or advertising 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q468      You have decided to participate.  You filmed yourself giving a tour of the 
Resort. Further you uploaded the video to the Resort website. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q469 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your commitment to time, skills, knowledge and overall effort invested in 
collaboration with the service provider. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
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Q492     Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort and learned about an 
opportunity to personalize your experience.  The special Customer Experience Representative 
was available to every guest of the Resort. After discussing your interests and preferences, the 
Customer Experience Representative will personalize not only the Resort package, but also will 
guide you to the cool, hidden and unique things to do while you are experiencing the 
Destination.   The representative will prioritize suggestions of nearby locations of interest. As the 
result of you will have the customized services at the Resort, trendy places to visit, shows to see 
and restaurants to grab a meal. There is also an opportunity to join other guests with similar 
interests for a night out or an early morning hike. This opportunity was accessible both in-person 
and through the Resorts mobile App***, where a conversation with Customer Experience 
Representative could be done on-line.     ***An App – is an application that you can download to 
your mobile phone that fulfills a certain purposes. It also has specialty features that make use of 
your mobile phone and search for information is easier and fun.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q493 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about customer experience. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q494      You have decided to participate in personalizing your stay at the Resort.  You quickly 
went over your preferences. Based on your suggestions the Customer Experience Representative 
customized your stay.  
 Got it! (1) 
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Q495 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your commitment to time, skills, knowledge and overall effort invested in 
collaboration with the service provider. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q518      Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort over the winter 
holiday season.      After you checked-out you received a guest satisfaction survey invitation 
from the Guest Relations Manager to rate your overall experience at the Resort and to share a 
story of your visit on the Resort website and social media pages.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q519 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer to provide a feedback and complaint. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q520         You decided to submit your review.      You quickly responded stating that the room 
had a problem with AC system. The Guest Relations Manager emailed thank you for your review 
and asked you how they can fix the problem you had.     You asked for a one-night refund.          
 Got it! (1) 
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Q521 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your commitment to time, skills, knowledge and overall effort invested in a 
collaboration with the service provider. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q544   Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort over the winter holiday 
season.      The Resort’s Main Restaurant is hosting a Festive Holiday Dinner. The Restaurant 
Manager announced a contest for Resort guests to create a new dish based on a list of ingredients 
provided and to submit a recipe, that will be used for the Holiday Dinner Menu.        All Resort 
guests were invited to participate in the contest and submit their recipes. The kitchen staff will 
select the semi-finalists who will be invited to the kitchen to cook their dishes with the crew 
followed by a tasting by Resort guests and voting for best recipes. The winning recipes will be 
included in the final Holiday Dinner.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q545 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about new product or service. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
Q546     You decided to participate in creating the Holiday dinner menu by submitting your 
favorite Apple Pie Recipe.  The Chef emailed that he liked your recipe, as it was unique and 
authentic. He asked you a couple of questions about the baking directions and ingredients. The 
Chef followed up with an invitation to join him in baking the pie.  
 Got it! (1) 
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Q547 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a positive feedback provided by the employees of the Resort to you about the progress 
of the collaborative project. 
1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
         
Q548    Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort.      You learned about 
a special contest that was announced by the Resort Marketing Director.      The Resort was 
launching a social media campaign and asked guests to participate by submitting short videos 
about their unique vacation experiences at the Resort. The Resort provided the website to submit 
a video and any equipment if necessary. All Resort guest were invited to participate. The semi-
finalist videos will be shown at a special viewing party and all Resort guests will be able to vote. 
The finalists’ videos will be included in the Resorts social media campaign. 
 Got it! (1) 
Q549 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about marketing or advertising 
1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
         
Q550      You have decided to participate in creating a video describing your favorite 
experiences.   You submitted your creation to the Resort website for consideration. Shortly after, 
the Resort Marketing Manager emailed that she liked your video, as it was unique and authentic. 
She also asked you to add a little story about your visit to the Resort.   She followed up with the 
invitation to show your video at the party. 
 Got it! (1) 
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Q551 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a positive feedback provided by the employees of the Resort to you about the progress 
of the collaborative project. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q552     Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort and learned about an 
opportunity to personalize your experience.  The special Customer Experience Representative 
was available to every guest of the Resort. After discussing your interests and preferences, the 
Customer Experience Representative will personalize not only the Resort package, but also will 
guide you to the cool, hidden and unique things to do while you are experiencing the 
Destination.   The representative will prioritize suggestions of nearby locations of interest. As the 
result of you will have the customized services at the Resort, trendy places to visit, shows to see 
and restaurants to grab a meal. There is also an opportunity to join other guests with similar 
interests for a night out or an early morning hike. This opportunity was accessible both in-person 
and through the Resorts mobile App***, where a conversation with Customer Experience 
Representative could be done on-line.        ***An App – is an application that you can download 
to your mobile phone that fulfills a certain purposes. It also has specialty features that make use 
of your mobile phone and search for information is easier and fun.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q553 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about customer experience. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
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Q554     You have decided to participate in personalizing your stay at the Resort.  You scheduled 
your appointment and met with the Customer Experience representative. You described your 
interests and expectations. The Representative eagerly commented that your ideas were unique 
and authentic, asked you follow up questions and offered exciting suggestions into various 
shows, dining and sightseeing opportunities at the Resort and surrounding areas. Based on the 
ideas you discussed the Customer Experience Representative customized your stay.  At the end 
the Customer Service Representative congratulated you on a vacation that was all about you. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q555 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a positive feedback provided by the employees of the Resort to you about the progress 
of the collaborative project. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q556      Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort over the winter 
holiday season.      After you checked-out you received a guest satisfaction survey invitation 
from the Guest Relations Manager to rate your overall experience at the Resort and to share a 
story of your visit on hotel website and social media pages.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q557 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer to provide a feedback and complaint. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
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Q558         You decided to submit your review.  You went through the review carefully and told 
described your full Resort experience from start-to-finish. The only problem you were able to 
acknowledge was that the room felt really cold due to the problem with the AC system and you 
had to sleep in your sweater.  The Guest Relations Manager emailed thank you for the review 
and the feedback you provided. The Manager was very apologetic about your AC issues. He 
ensured you that your comments will help to improve the services at the Resort.  Then, he asked 
you how they can fix the problem you had to make it better. You thought about what would help 
and asked for a one-night refund. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q559 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a positive feedback provided by the employees of the Resort to you about the progress 
of the collaborative project. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q560   Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort over the winter holiday 
season.      The Resort’s Main Restaurant is hosting a Festive Holiday Dinner. The Restaurant 
Manager announced a contest for Resort guests to create a new dish based on a list of ingredients 
provided and to submit a recipe, that will be used for the Holiday Dinner Menu.        All Resort 
guests were invited to participate in the contest and submit their recipes. The kitchen staff will 
select the semi-finalists who will be invited to the kitchen to cook their dishes with the crew 
followed by a tasting by Resort guests and voting for best recipes. The winning recipes will be 
included in the final Holiday Dinner.  
 Got it! (1) 
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Q561 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about new product or service. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q562     You decided to participate.      You printed the recipe of the Apple Pie and submitted it 
to the Chef. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q563 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a positive feedback provided by the employees of the Resort to you about the progress 
of the collaborative project. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q564    Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort.      You learned about 
a special contest that was announced by the Resort Marketing Director.      The Resort was 
launching a social media campaign and asked guests to participate by submitting short videos 
about their unique vacation experiences at the Resort. The Resort provided the website to submit 
a video and any equipment if necessary. All Resort guest were invited to participate. The semi-
finalist videos will be shown at a special viewing party and all Resort guests will be able to vote. 
The finalists’ videos will be included in the Resorts social media campaign. 
 Got it! (1) 
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Q565 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about marketing or advertising 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q566     You decided to participate in creating the video describing your favorite experiences.  
You uploaded your video to the Resort website. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q567 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a positive feedback provided by the Resort employees to you about the progress of the 
collaborative project. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
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Q568     Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort and learned about an 
opportunity to personalize your experience.  The special Customer Experience Representative 
was available to every guest of the Resort. After discussing your interests and preferences, the 
Customer Experience Representative will personalize not only the Resort package, but also will 
guide you to the cool, hidden and unique things to do while you are experiencing the 
Destination.   The representative will prioritize suggestions of nearby locations of interest. As the 
result of you will have the customized services at the Resort, trendy places to visit, shows to see 
and restaurants to grab a meal. There is also an opportunity to join other guests with similar 
interests for a night out or an early morning hike. This opportunity was accessible both in-person 
and through the Resorts mobile App***, where a conversation with Customer Experience 
Representative could be done on-line.        ***An App – is an application that you can download 
to your mobile phone that fulfills a certain purposes. It also has specialty features that make use 
of your mobile phone and search for information is easier and fun.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q569 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about customer experience. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q570        You have decided to participate in personalizing your stay at the Resort.  Based on 
your ideas the Customer Experience Representative customized your stay.     
 Got it! (1) 
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Q571 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a positive feedback provided by the Resort employees to you about the progress of the 
collaborative project. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q572      Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort.      After you 
checked-out you received a guest satisfaction survey invitation from the Guest Relations 
Manager to rate your overall experience at the Resort and to share a story of your visit on the 
Resort website and social media pages.  
 Got it ! (1) 
 
Q573 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer to provide a feedback and complaint. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q574      You decided to submit your review.      You responded stating that the room had a 
problem with AC system. The Guest Relations Manager emailed back and asked you how they 
can fix the problem you had.     You asked for a one-night refund. 
 Got it ! (1) 
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Q575 On a scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents a positive feedback provided by the Resort employees to you about the progress of the 
collaborative project. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q576   Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort over the winter holiday 
season.      The Resort’s Main Restaurant is hosting a Festive Holiday Dinner. The Restaurant 
Manager announced a contest for Resort guests to create a new dish based on a list of ingredients 
provided and to submit a recipe, that will be used for the Holiday Dinner Menu.        All Resort 
guests were invited to participate in the contest and submit their recipes. The kitchen staff will 
select the semi-finalists who will be invited to the kitchen to cook their dishes with the crew 
followed by a tasting by Resort guests and voting for best recipes. The winning recipes will be 
included in the final Holiday Dinner.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q577 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about new product or service. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q578     Since you were vacationing with your family, you all decided to participate in creating 
the Holiday Dinner Menu. There was a discussion of different ideas and the family settled on 
their favorite Apple pie recipe. It took all of you to recall the recipe and submit it to the Chef as a 
team entry.     
 Got it! (1) 
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Q579 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your involvement as a part of the team in the collaborative project with the Resort. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q580      Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort.      You learned 
about a special contest that was announced by the Resort Marketing Director.      The Resort was 
launching a social media campaign and asked guests to participate by submitting short videos 
about their unique vacation experiences at the Resort. The Resort provided the website to submit 
a video and any equipment if necessary. All Resort guest were invited to participate. The semi-
finalist videos will be shown at a special viewing party and all Resort guests will be able to vote. 
The finalists’ videos will be included in the Resorts social media campaign. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q581 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about marketing or advertising 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q582         Since you were vacationing with your family, you all decided to participate in 
creating video for the Resort.  You discussed different ideas and settled on family favorite spaces 
on premises and grounds. Altogether you filmed and narrated your family experiences. Everyone 
sat together and  uploaded the video to the Resort website for consideration. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
  
335 
 
Q583 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your involvement as a part of the team in the collaborative project with the Resort. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q584     Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort and learned about an 
opportunity to personalize your experience.  The special Customer Experience Representative 
was available to every guest of the Resort. After discussing your interests and preferences, the 
Customer Experience Representative will personalize not only the Resort package, but also will 
guide you to the cool, hidden and unique things to do while you are experiencing the 
Destination.   The representative will prioritize suggestions of nearby locations of interest. As the 
result of you will have the customized services at the Resort, trendy places to visit, shows to see 
and restaurants to grab a meal. There is also an opportunity to join other guests with similar 
interests for a night out or an early morning hike. This opportunity was accessible both in-person 
and through the Resorts mobile App***, where a conversation with Customer Experience 
Representative could be done on-line.        ***An App – is an application that you can download 
to your mobile phone that fulfills a certain purposes. It also has specialty features that make use 
of your mobile phone and search for information is easier and fun.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q585 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about customer experience. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q586        Since you were vacationing with your family, you all decided to participate in 
personalizing your stay at the Resort.  You all agreed on time that worked for you as a group and 
met with the Customer Experience Representative. You described your family interests and 
expectations. You also offered information about some activities that all of you might enjoy. 
Based on your mutual interests Customer Experience Representative customized your stay.  At 
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the end you had your stay at the Resort personalized based on your family interests, preferences 
and availability. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q587 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your involvement as a part of the team in the collaborative project with the Resort. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q588      Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort.      After you 
checked-out you received a guest satisfaction survey invitation from the Guest Relations 
Manager to rate your overall experience at the Resort and to share a story of your visit on hotel 
website and social media pages.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q589 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer to provide a feedback and complaint. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q590         Since you were vacationing with your family, you all decided to work and submit on 
the survey.  Altogether you went through the review carefully and told described your family 
Resort experience from start-to-finish. You highlighted your joint opinions about the dining 
experiences you all had, commenting both on the food and atmosphere. The only problem you all 
could remember was that the room felt really cold all of you due to the problem with the AC 
system and you all had to sleep in your sweaters. You submitted your review as a family.  The 
Guest Relations Manager emailed a “thank you” for the review. The Manager apologized to all 
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of you and asked you how they can fix the problem you had and make it better for you as a 
family. You thought about what would help and asked for a one night refund will be sufficient 
for all of you. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q591 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your involvement as a part of the team in the collaborative project with the Resort. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q592   Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort over the winter holiday 
season.      The Resort’s Main Restaurant is hosting a Festive Holiday Dinner. The Restaurant 
Manager announced a contest for Resort guests to create a new dish based on a list of ingredients 
provided and to submit a recipe, that will be used for the Holiday Dinner Menu.        All Resort 
guests were invited to participate in the contest and submit their recipes. The kitchen staff will 
select the semi-finalists who will be invited to the kitchen to cook their dishes with the crew 
followed by a tasting by Resort guests and voting for best recipes. The winning recipes will be 
included in the final Holiday Dinner.  
 Got it! (1) 
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Q593 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about new product or service. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
Q594     Since you were vacationing alone you decided to participate in creating the Holiday 
Dinner Menu.   You printed the Apple Pie recipe and submitted it to the Chef.    
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q595 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your involvement as a part of the team in the collaborative project with the Resort. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
Q596      Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort.      You learned 
about a special contest that was announced by the Resort Marketing Director.      The Resort was 
launching a social media campaign and asked guests to participate by submitting short videos 
about their unique vacation experiences at the Resort. The Resort provided the website to submit 
a video and any equipment if necessary. All Resort guest were invited to participate. The semi-
finalist videos will be shown at a special viewing party and all Resort guests will be able to vote. 
The finalists’ videos will be included in the Resorts social media campaign. 
 Got it! (1) 
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Q597 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about marketing or advertising 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q598         Since you were vacationing alone you decided to participate in creating video for 
Resort.  You uploaded your creation to the Resort website for consideration. 
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q599 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your involvement as a part of the team in the collaborative project with the Resort. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q600     Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort and learned about an 
opportunity to personalize your experience.  The special Customer Experience Representative 
was available to every guest of the Resort. After discussing your interests and preferences, the 
Customer Experience Representative will personalize not only the Resort package, but also will 
guide you to the cool, hidden and unique things to do while you are experiencing the 
Destination.   The representative will prioritize suggestions of nearby locations of interest. As the 
result of you will have the customized services at the Resort, trendy places to visit, shows to see 
and restaurants to grab a meal. There is also an opportunity to join other guests with similar 
interests for a night out or an early morning hike. This opportunity was accessible both in-person 
and through the Resorts mobile App***, where a conversation with Customer Experience 
Representative could be done on-line.        ***An App – is an application that you can download 
to your mobile phone that fulfills a certain purposes. It also has specialty features that make use 
of your mobile phone and search for information is easier and fun.  
 Got it! (1) 
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Q601 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about customer experience. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q602       Since you were vacationing alone you decided to participate in personalizing your stay 
at the Resort.   Based on your ideas the Customer Experience Representative customized your 
stay.   
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q603 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your involvement as a part of the team in the collaborative project with the Resort. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q604      Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort.    After you 
checked-out you received a guest satisfaction survey invitation from the Guest Relations 
Manager to rate your overall experience at the Resort and to share a story of your visit on the 
Resort website and social media pages.  
 Got it! (1) 
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Q605 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer to provide a feedback and complaint. 
1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
         
Q606       You were traveling alone and decided to submit your personal review.    You quickly 
responded stating that the room had a problem with AC system. The Guest Relations Manager 
emailed thank you for your review and asked you how they can fix the problem you had.   You 
asked for a one-night refund. 
 Got it! (1) 
Q607 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents your involvement as a part of the team in the collaborative project with the Resort. 
1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
         
Q608    Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort over the winter 
holiday season.      The Resort's Main Restaurant is hosting a Festive Holiday Dinner. The 
Restaurant Manager announced that the Holiday Dinner Menu consists of all-new and creative 
dishes. It's a NEW four-course Dinner prepared by the Resort's best chefs.      All guests were 
invited to participate. You decided to attend the dinner.      
 Got it! (1) 
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Q609 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about new product or service. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Q620      Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort.      The Marketing 
Director announced that they started a new marketing campaign on social media, where they 
posted a video clip about the Resorts most popular spots and beautiful scenery. The video also 
had interviews with the General Manager, Restaurant Manager, Guest Relations Manager and 
Front-Desk employees, who told stories about working at the Resort. She invited all guests to 
watch the video.     You decided to check out the social media websites and watched the video 
about the Resort.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q621 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer about marketing or advertising 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
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Q632      Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort.  You decided to stop 
by the front-desk to ask a couple of questions about the Resort. The Front-Desk Agent was very 
pleasant and knowledgeable. He guided you to the cool, hidden and unique things to do while 
you are experiencing the Destination.      He also explained what your vacation package 
included, where to go to have your breakfast, lunch and dinner, as well where the bars were and 
what time the evening show started. He offered you brochures about possible walking excursions 
and sightseeing. He gave you the business hours for the spa, pool and fitness room.     You 
decided to go with the Front-Desk Agent's recommendations and to make the reservations he 
was suggesting.  
 Got it! (1) 
 
Q633 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represent an offer about customer experience. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
 
Q644      Assume you are vacationing at an all-inclusive Destination Resort.      When you were 
checking out you saw Guest Satisfaction Surveys displayed at the Front Desk. The Front-Desk 
Manager mentioned that you could take one and fill it out or you might also go online to submit 
your opinion.     You decided to fill out the Guest Satisfaction Survey and return it back to the 
Front-Desk Manager.  
 Got it! (1) 
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Q645 On the scale from 1 (no extent) to 10 (full extent), please rate to what extent this scenario 
represents an offer to provide feedback and complaint. 
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 10 
(10) 
to no 
extent:to 
great 
extent 
(1) 
                    
 
Demographics 
Q103 What is your gender? 
 Male 
 Female 
 
Q104 What year were you born? 
 1900 
 
Q105 What is your current marital status? 
 Single, never married 
 Married or Living w/partner 
 Divorced or Separated 
 Widowed 
 Other 
 
Q106 Do you have children? 
 Yes 
 No   
 
Q107 What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
 Less than High School  
 High School / GED 
 Some College 
 College Degree  
 Post Graduate Degree 
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Q108 What is your ethnicity? 
 White/Caucasian  
 African American 
 Hispanic  
 Asian  
 Native American 
 Pacific Islander  
 Other  
 
Q109 Are you... 
 Full Time Employee 
 Part Time Employee  
 Retired  
 Student  
 Unemployed  
 Other  
 
Q110 What is your annual household income? 
 Less than 24,999  
 25,000 – 49,999  
 50,000 – 74,999  
 75,000 – 99,999  
 100,000 - 149,999  
 150,000 or more  
 
Q111 Thank you for your participation. If you have any questions regarding the survey, use of 
the data gathered, or have additional information you would like to provide, please contact Lenna 
Shulga (shulga@unlv.nevada.edu), or Dr. Busser (james.busser@unlv.edu).       
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APPENDIX C 
EMPLOYEE SCENARIOS 
Value Proposition SDT Condition: Autonomy-
Relatedness 
SDT Condition: Autonomy-
Competence-Relatedness 
Innovation   
Assume you are the Guest 
Service Representative at an 
all-inclusive Destination 
Resort. The Resort’s Main 
Restaurant is hosting a Festive 
Holiday Dinner. The 
Restaurant Manager 
announced a contest for Resort 
guests to create a new dish 
based on a list of ingredients 
provided and to submit a 
recipe that will be used for the 
Holiday Dinner Menu. All 
Resort guests were invited to 
participate in the contest and 
submit their recipes. The 
kitchen staff will select the 
semi-finalists who will be 
invited to the kitchen to cook 
their dishes with the crew 
followed by a tasting by 
Resort guests and voting for 
best recipes. The winning 
recipes will be included in the 
final Holiday Dinner. 
 
You were assigned to assist 
guests of the Resort, who 
decided to participate in 
creating a Holiday Dinner 
Menu. You took your time to 
study the contest terms and 
spoke with the Restaurant 
Manager to learn all the 
details. When guests came to 
you asking questions, you 
took time to learn about your 
guests’ favorite recipes and 
why they decided to submit it 
for the contest. You also 
involved your Manager, 
Restaurant Manager and other 
kitchen staff to help your 
customers. Sometimes you 
also engaged other Guest 
Service Representatives to 
discuss and find the best 
answer in order to help your 
customers. You used your 
customer service skills to 
assist each guest to the best of 
your ability.  You were glad to 
learn when customers found 
your joint advice helpful. 
You were assigned to assist 
guests of the Resort, who 
decided to participate in 
creating a Holiday Dinner 
Menu. You took your time to 
study the contest terms and 
spoke with the Restaurant 
Manager to learn all the 
details. When guests came to 
you asking questions, you 
took time to learn about your 
guests’ favorite recipes and 
why they decided to submit it 
for the contest. You also 
involved your Manager, 
Restaurant Manager and other 
kitchen staff to help your 
customers. Sometimes you 
also engaged other Guest 
Service Representatives to 
discuss and find the best 
answer in order to help your 
customers.  Further, you 
provided customers with 
helpful advice and feedback 
about the recipes they were 
preparing to submit. You also 
encouraged guests to 
participate and cheered for 
their submissions to win.  You 
used your customer service 
skills to assist each guest to 
the best of your ability.  You 
were glad to learn when 
customers found your joint 
advice helpful. 
Marketing   
Assume you are the Guest 
Service Representative at an 
You were assigned to assist 
Resort guests, who decided to 
You were assigned to assist 
Resort guests, who decided to 
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Value Proposition SDT Condition: Autonomy-
Relatedness 
SDT Condition: Autonomy-
Competence-Relatedness 
all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.     A special contest 
was announced by the Resort 
Marketing Director. The 
Resort was planning a social 
media campaign and asked 
guests to participate by 
submitting short video about 
their unique vacation 
experiences at the Resort. The 
Resort provided the website to 
submit the video. Everyone 
was welcomed to participate. 
The semi-finalists' videos will 
be shown at a special viewing 
party and everybody at the 
Resort will be able to vote.  
The finalists’ videos will be 
included in the Resorts social 
media campaign. 
participate in creating a video 
describing their favorite 
experiences.     You took your 
time to study the context 
terms, you also spoke with the 
Marketing Director to learn 
about what the preferences 
might be. When guests were 
coming to asking questions, 
you also took time to learn 
about your guests’ favorite 
places and experience, and 
why they decided to include 
them in the videos. Based on 
your customers' questions and 
ideas you involved other 
employees of the Resort to 
assist your customers. On 
more than one occasion you 
called Marketing Team and 
ask them to help guests with 
the details of filming the 
video. Sometimes you also 
engaged other Guest Service 
Representatives to discuss and 
find the best answer in order 
to help your customers. You 
used your customer service 
skills to assist them to the best 
of your ability. You were glad 
to learn when customers found 
your joint advice helpful. 
participate in creating a video 
describing their favorite 
experiences.  You took your 
time to study the context 
terms, you also spoke with the 
Marketing Director to learn 
about what the preferences 
might be. When guests were 
coming to asking questions, 
you also took time to learn 
about your guests’ favorite 
places and experience, and 
why they decided to include 
them in the videos. Based on 
your customers' questions and 
ideas you involved other 
employees of the Resort to 
assist your customers.  On 
more than one occasion you 
called Marketing Team and 
ask them to help guests with 
the details of filming the 
video. Sometimes you also 
engaged other Guest Service 
Representatives to discuss and 
find the best answer in order 
to help your customers.  
Further, you provided your 
guests with the helpful advice 
and feedback about the videos 
they were preparing to submit. 
You also encouraged guests to 
participate and cheered for 
their submissions to win. You 
used your customer service 
skills to assist them to the best 
of your ability.  You were glad 
to learn when customers found 
your joint advice helpful. 
Production   
Assume you are the Guest 
Service Representative at an 
all-inclusive Destination 
Resort. The Resort offers an 
You were assigned to assist 
guests with personalization of 
their experiences. You took 
your time to study the possible 
You were assigned to assist 
guests with personalization of 
their experiences.  You took 
your time to study the possible 
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Value Proposition SDT Condition: Autonomy-
Relatedness 
SDT Condition: Autonomy-
Competence-Relatedness 
opportunity to personalize 
guest experiences. Guests can 
customize their suite with 
pillows and blankets, toiletries 
and mini bar items. Guests 
also could book all dinners in 
advance with different 
personalized food and 
beverage packages. The Guest 
Service Representatives are 
also able to reserve the tickets 
for guests sightseeing tours, 
activities and various shows at 
the Resort (complimentary) 
and off-premises (price of 
tickets only, service free). 
There is also an opportunity 
for guests to join other guests 
with similar interests for a 
night out or an early morning 
hike.  This personalization of 
experience is accessible both 
in-person and on the Resorts 
mobile App, where 
conversation with customer 
experience representative 
could be done on-a-go.    
options the Resort offers to 
guests. You also spoke to the 
Restaurant and Event 
Managers, Spa, Housekeeping 
and Maintenance teams to 
learn more about the services 
they offer.  When asked 
questions, you also took time 
to learn about their interests 
and preferences, and reasons 
for visit the Destination.  
When necessary you also 
involved Resort staff to help 
your customers. Sometimes 
you also engaged other Guest 
Service Representatives to 
discuss and find the best 
answer in order to customize 
the experiences for your 
customers. On more than one 
occasion you called the Resort 
staff and other tourism 
companies to personalize your 
guests' experience and book 
various activities to fulfill 
their requests.   You used your 
customer service skills to 
assist them to the best of your 
ability.  You were glad to 
learn when customers found 
your joint advice helpful. 
options the Resort offers to 
guests. You also spoke to the 
Restaurant and Event 
Managers, Spa, Housekeeping 
and Maintenance teams to 
learn more about the services 
they offer.   When asked 
questions, you also took time 
to learn about their interests 
and preferences, and reasons 
for visit the Destination. When 
necessary you also involved 
Resort staff to help your 
customers. Sometimes you 
also engaged other Guest 
Service Representatives to 
discuss and find the best 
answer in order to customize 
the experiences for your 
customers. On more than one 
occasion you called the Resort 
staff and other tourism 
companies to personalize your 
guests' experience and book 
various activities to fulfill 
their requests.   Overall, you 
provided them with the 
detailed and helpful advice 
and feedback about the 
activities they were planning 
to reserve. You also 
encouraged guests to 
experience other activities not 
originally considered by your 
customers. You also shared 
your hopes for your customers 
to truly enjoy the activities 
and customized packages they 
created. You used your 
customer service skills to 
assist them to the best of your 
ability.  You were glad to 
learn when customers found 
your joint advice helpful. 
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Value Proposition SDT Condition: Autonomy-
Relatedness 
SDT Condition: Autonomy-
Competence-Relatedness 
Recovery   
Assume you are the Guest 
Service Representative at an 
all-inclusive Destination 
Resort. One of your 
responsibilities is to collect 
guest feedback and make sure 
guests review the Destination 
Resort online, including social 
media pages. You are 
responsible for sending the 
survey invitations, where they 
can easily rate their overall 
experience at the Resort and 
also share a story of their visit. 
You were assigned to 
correspond with guests 
regarding their reviews both to 
the Resort directly and on 
social media.  You took your 
time read through every 
review you received and the 
online posts on social media. 
You made sure that a lot of 
people on your team had a 
chance to engage with the 
customers. When the review 
was positive and the guest 
mentioned a great work done 
by a specific employee or a 
department you offered that 
person or department manager 
to answer the guest.  However, 
when you detected that there 
was an issue with the guest 
experience, you investigated 
the matter. First, you engaged 
in the conversation with the 
customer to find out the 
details about what went 
wrong. Then, you asked the 
Resort’s staff to describe what 
happened. You also asked 
everybody involved to help to 
resolve the issue. Further, you 
asked your customers how 
they want the matter to be 
solved. For example, instead 
of just giving a discount or a 
refund, you asked customers 
how they want the issue to be 
resolved. You and the other 
staff of the Resort tried all 
your best to deliver exactly 
what your customers 
suggested. You used your 
customer service skills to turn 
the service failure around and 
You were assigned to 
correspond with guests 
regarding their reviews both to 
the Resort directly and on 
social media.  You took your 
time to read through every 
review you received and the 
online posts on social media. 
You made sure that a lot of 
people on your team had a 
chance to engage with the 
customers. When the review 
was positive and the guest 
mentioned a great work done 
by a specific employee or a 
department you offered that 
person or department manager 
to answer the guest. You made 
sure the answers were created 
with excitement and 
encouragement. You also 
positively commented on their 
experiences and tried to 
explain what made the visit so 
memorable. However, when 
you detected that there was an 
issue with the guest 
experience, you investigated 
the matter. First, you engaged 
in the conversation with the 
customer to find out the 
details about what went 
wrong. Then, you asked the 
Resort’s staff to describe what 
happened. You also asked 
everybody involved to help to 
resolve the issue. Further, you 
asked your customers how 
they want the matter to be 
solved. For example, instead 
of just giving a discount or a 
refund, you asked customers 
how they want the issue to be 
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Value Proposition SDT Condition: Autonomy-
Relatedness 
SDT Condition: Autonomy-
Competence-Relatedness 
delight your guests.  You 
carefully created personalized 
answers. You specifically 
added excitement and joy in 
your replies. You were glad to 
learn when customers found 
your joint assistance helpful 
and they were satisfied with 
the service recovery. 
resolved. You also helped to 
prevent the situation from 
happening in the future by 
providing an encouraging 
advice and helpful tips. You 
and the other staff of the 
Resort tried all your best to 
deliver exactly what your 
customers suggested.  You 
used your customer service 
skills to turn the service 
failure around and delight 
your guests. You carefully 
created personalized answers. 
You specifically added 
excitement and joy in your 
replies. You were glad to learn 
when customers found your 
joint assistance helpful and 
they were satisfied with the 
service recovery. 
 
CUSTOMER SCENARIOS 
 
Value Proposition SDT Condition: Autonomy-
Relatedness 
SDT Condition: Autonomy-
Competence-Relatedness 
Innovation   
Assume you are vacationing at 
an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort over the winter holiday 
season. The Resort’s Main 
Restaurant is hosting a Festive 
Holiday Dinner. The 
Restaurant Manager 
announced a contest for Resort 
guests to create a new dish 
based on a list of ingredients 
provided and to submit a 
recipe that will be used for the 
Holiday Dinner Menu. All 
Resort guests were invited to 
participate in the contest and 
Since you were vacationing 
with your family, you all 
decided to participate in 
creating the Holiday Dinner 
Menu. There was a discussion 
of different ideas and the 
family settled on their favorite 
Apple pie recipe.   You took 
your time to search for your 
recipe, recalled the special 
ingredients and baking 
directions for the crust and 
filling. You carefully recorded 
all steps to make sure the 
recipe is easy to follow and 
Since you were vacationing 
with your family, you all 
decided to participate in 
creating the Holiday Dinner 
Menu. There was a discussion 
of different ideas and the 
family settled on their favorite 
Apple pie recipe.   You took 
your time to search for your 
recipe, recalled the special 
ingredients and baking 
directions for the crust and 
filling. You carefully recorded 
all steps to make sure the 
recipe is easy to follow and 
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Value Proposition SDT Condition: Autonomy-
Relatedness 
SDT Condition: Autonomy-
Competence-Relatedness 
submit their recipes. The 
kitchen staff will select the 
semi-finalists who will be 
invited to the kitchen to cook 
their dishes with the crew 
followed by a tasting by 
Resort guests and voting for 
best recipes. The winning 
recipes will be included in the 
final Holiday Dinner. 
covers all necessary details. 
You were very excited to put 
together your submission. You 
sent your recipe to the Chef as 
a team-entry with a special 
note about your family that 
shared this pie every holiday 
for as long as you can 
remember. 
covers all necessary details. 
You were very excited to put 
together your submission. You 
sent your recipe to the Chef as 
a team-entry with a special 
note about your family that 
shared this pie every holiday 
for as long as you can 
remember. The Chef emailed 
that he liked your recipe, as it 
was unique and authentic. He 
asked you a couple of 
questions about the baking 
directions and ingredients. The 
Chef followed up with an 
invitation to join him in 
baking the pie. 
Marketing   
Assume you are vacationing at 
an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort.   You learned about a 
special contest that was 
announced by the Resort 
Marketing Director. The 
Resort was launching a social 
media campaign and asked 
guests to participate by 
submitting short videos about 
their unique vacation 
experiences at the Resort. The 
Resort provided the website to 
submit a video and any 
equipment if necessary. All 
Resort guest were invited to 
participate. The semi-finalist 
videos will be shown at a 
special viewing party and all 
Resort guests will be able to 
vote. The finalists’ videos will 
be included in the Resorts 
social media campaign. 
Since you were vacationing 
with your family, you all 
decided to participate in 
creating video for the Resort.  
You discussed different ideas 
and settled on family favorite 
spaces on premises and 
grounds. You took your time 
to walk around the Resort, 
chose and film your favorite 
Resort sites. You also 
carefully chose music to 
accompany your video. You 
used your own camera to film 
the video, and a special 
software, you downloaded and 
knew how to use, to edit your 
creation. Altogether you 
filmed and narrated your 
family experiences. You were 
very excited to put together 
your submission. Everyone sat 
together and uploaded the 
video to the Resort website for 
consideration as a team-entry 
Since you were vacationing 
with your family, you all 
decided to participate in 
creating video for the Resort.  
You discussed different ideas 
and settled on family favorite 
spaces on premises and 
grounds. You took your time 
to walk around the Resort, 
chose and film your favorite 
Resort sites. You also 
carefully chose music to 
accompany your video. You 
used your own camera to film 
the video, and a special 
software, you downloaded and 
knew how to use, to edit your 
creation.  Altogether you 
filmed and narrated your 
family experiences. You were 
very excited to put together 
your submission. Everyone sat 
together and uploaded the 
video to the Resort website for 
consideration as a team-entry.  
You submitted your creation 
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to the Resort website for 
consideration. Shortly after, 
the Resort Marketing Manager 
emailed that she liked your 
video, as it was unique and 
authentic. She also asked you 
to add a little story about your 
visit to the Resort.     She 
followed up with the invitation 
to show your video at the 
party. 
Production   
Assume you are vacationing at 
an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort and learned about an 
opportunity to personalize 
your experience. The special 
Customer Experience 
Representative was available 
to every guest of the Resort. 
After discussing your interests 
and preferences, the Customer 
Experience Representative 
will personalize not only the 
Resort package, but also will 
guide you to the cool, hidden 
and unique things to do while 
you are experiencing the 
Destination. The 
representative will prioritize 
suggestions of nearby 
locations of interest. As the 
result of you will have the 
customized services at the 
Resort, trendy places to visit, 
shows to see and restaurants to 
grab a meal. There is also an 
opportunity to join other 
guests with similar interests 
for a night out or an early 
morning hike. This 
opportunity was accessible 
both in-person and through the 
Resorts mobile App***, 
Since you were vacationing 
with your family, you all 
decided to participate in 
personalizing your stay at the 
Resort.  You all agreed on 
time that worked for you as a 
group and met with the 
Customer Experience 
Representative for a good 
amount of time. You took 
your time to fully describe 
your family interests and 
expectations about different 
aspects of your vacation: your 
room, your dining, your 
sightseeing, your shows and 
other activities. You also 
shared information, you 
collected, about some 
activities that all of you might 
be really interested in trying. 
Based on your mutual interests 
and ideas the Customer 
Experience Representative 
customized your stay. It was a 
great and very productive 
conversation.  At the end you 
had your stay at the Resort 
fully personalized based on 
your family interests, 
preferences and availability. 
Since you were vacationing 
with your family, you all 
decided to participate in 
personalizing your stay at the 
Resort.    You all agreed on 
time that worked for you as a 
group and met with the 
Customer Experience 
Representative for a good 
amount of time. You took 
your time to fully describe 
your family interests and 
expectations about different 
aspects of your vacation: your 
room, your dining, your 
sightseeing, your shows and 
other activities. You also 
shared information, you 
collected, about some 
activities that all of you might 
be really interested in trying. 
The Representative eagerly 
commented that your ideas 
were unique and authentic, 
asked you follow up questions 
and offered exciting 
suggestions into various 
shows, dining and sightseeing 
opportunities at the Resort and 
surrounding areas.   Based on 
your mutual interests and 
ideas the Customer 
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where a conversation with 
Customer Experience 
Representative could be done 
on-line.   ***An App – is an 
application that you can 
download to your mobile 
phone that fulfills a certain 
purposes. It also has specialty 
features that make use of your 
mobile phone and search for 
information is easier and fun. 
Experience Representative 
customized your stay. It was a 
great and very productive 
conversation.  At the end you 
had your stay at the Resort 
fully personalized based on 
your family interests, 
preferences and availability. 
At the end the Customer 
Service Representative 
congratulated you on a 
vacation that was all about 
you.    
Recovery    
Assume you are vacationing at 
an all-inclusive Destination 
Resort over the winter holiday 
season. After you checked-out 
you received a guest 
satisfaction survey invitation 
from the Guest Relations 
Manager to rate your overall 
experience at the Resort and to 
share a story of your visit on 
the Resort website and social 
media pages. 
Since you were vacationing 
with your family, you all 
decided to work and submit on 
the survey.  Altogether you 
took your time to think 
through each and every detail 
of your visit. You went 
through the review carefully 
and described your family 
Resort experience from start-
to-finish. You highlighted 
really amazing experiences 
you had as a family, 
commenting both on your 
accommodations and 
atmosphere. You also 
commented on how 
professional the staff was. 
Being in customer service 
yourself you know how 
difficult it is sometimes to 
provide an outstanding 
service. The only problem you 
were able to acknowledge was 
that the room felt really cold 
due to the problem with the 
AC system and you had to 
sleep in your sweater. You 
submitted your review as a 
family. The Guest Relations 
Since you were vacationing 
with your family, you all 
decided to work and submit on 
the survey. Altogether you 
took your time to think 
through each and every detail 
of your visit. You went 
through the review carefully 
and described your family 
Resort experience from start-
to-finish. You highlighted 
really amazing experiences 
you had as a family, 
commenting both on your 
accommodations and 
atmosphere. You also 
commented on how 
professional the staff was. 
Being in customer service 
yourself you know how 
difficult it is sometimes to 
provide an outstanding 
service. The only problem you 
were able to acknowledge was 
that the room felt really cold 
due to the problem with the 
AC system and you had to 
sleep in your sweater. You 
submitted your review as a 
family. The Guest Relations 
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Manager emailed thank you 
for the review.  The Manager 
apologized to all of you and 
asked you how they can fix 
the problem you had and make 
it better for you as a family. 
You carefully thought about 
what would help and asked for 
a one night refund will be 
sufficient for all of you.       
Manager emailed thank you 
for the review and the 
feedback you provided. The 
Manager was very apologetic 
about your AC issues. He 
ensured you that your 
comments will help to 
improve the services at the 
Resort. Then, he asked you 
how they can fix the problem 
you had to make it better for 
you as a family. You carefully 
thought about what would 
help and asked for a one night 
refund will be sufficient for all 
of you.   
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